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Religions DLikerty Association 
DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES 


1. We believe in God, in the Bible as the word of God, and in the separation 
of church and state as taught by Jesus Christ. 


2. We believe that the ten commandments are the law of God, and that they 
comprehend man’s whole duty to God and man. 


3. We believe that the religion of Jesus Christ is founded in the law of love 


of God, and needs no human power to support or enforce it. 


forced. 


4- We believe in civil government as divinely ordained to 
enjoyment of their natural rights and to rule in civil things, an 


Love cannot be 


rotect men in the 
that in this realm 


it is entitled to the respectful obedience of all. 


5. We believe it is the right, and should be the privilege, of every individual to 
worship or not to worship, according to the dictates of his own conscience, provided 
that in the exercise cf this right he respects the equal rights of others. 


6. We believe that all religious legislation tends to unite church and state, is 
subversive of human rights, persecuting in character. and opposed to the best inter- 


ests of both church and state. 


7. We believe, therefore, that it is not within the province of civil government 


to legislate on religious questions. 


8. We believe it to be our duty to use every lawful and honorable means to pre- 
vent religious legislation, and oppose all movements tending to unite church and 
state, that all may enjoy the inestimable blessings of civil and religious liberty. 


9. We believe in the inalienable and constitutional right of free speech, free 


press, peaceable assembly, and petition. 


10. We also believe in temperance, and regard the liquor traffic as a curse to 
society. 
For further information regarding the principles of this association, address the Re- 
ligious Liberty Association, Takoma Park, Washington, D. C. (secretary, C. S. Longacre; 
associates, H. H. Votaw and M, C, Taft), or any of the affiliated organizations given below: 


AFFILIATED ORGANIZATIONS 


Atlantic Religious Liberty Association (affil- 
iated organizations in Maine, Vermont, Massa- 
chusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Connecti- 
cut, and Rhode Island): Office, South Lancaster, 
Mass.; secretary, E. K. Slade. 


Eastern Canadian Religious Liberty Association 
(affiliated organizations in New Brunswick, 
Nova Scotia, Quebec, Ontario, and Newfound- 
land) ; Office, Oshawa, Ontario; secretary, W. C. 
Moffett. 


Central States Religious Liberty Association 
(affilated organizations in Kansas, Nebraska, 
Missouri, Colorado, and Wyoming): Office, 303 
W. Seventh St., College View, Nebr.; secretary, 
J. J. Nethery. 


Columbia Religious Liberty Association (affil- 
fated organizations in Pennsylvania, Ohio, New 
Jersey, Virginia, West Virginia, Delaware, and 
Maryland): Office, 507 Flower Ave., Takoma 
Park, D. C.; secretary, A. J. Clark; associate, B. G. 
Wilkinson. 


Northern Religious Liberty Association (affil- 
fated organizations in Minnesota, Iowa, North 
Dakota, and South Dakota): Office, 2718 Third 
Ave., South, Minneapolis, Minn.; secretary, 
Charles Thompson. 


North Pacific Religious Liberty Association (af- 
filiated organizations in Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, Montana, and Alaska): Secretary, Morris 
Lukens, 202 South Pelouse St., Walla Walla, Wash. 


Pacific Religious Liberty Association (affiliated 
organizations in California, Nevada, Utah, and 
wt Secretary, W. M. Adams, Bin 7, Lodi, 

alif. 


Southeastern Religious Liberty Association (af- 
fillated organizations in Florida, Georgia, North 
Carolina, and South Carolina): Office, 202-216 
First National Bank Bldg., Chattanooga, Tenn.; 
secretary, W. H. Heckman. 


Southern Religious Liberty Association .affil- 
iated organizations in Alabama, Kentucky, Ten- 
nessee, Louisiana, and Mississippi): Office, 2001 
Ae _ N., Nashville, Tenn.; secretary, O. F. 

rank. 


Southwestern Religious Liberty Association 
(affiliated organizations in Arkansas, Oklahoma, 
Texas, and New Mexico): Office, 518-519 Ter- 
minal Bldg., Oklahoma City, Okla.; secretary, 
M. B. Van Kirk. 


Western Canadian Religious Liberty Associa- 
tion (affiliated organizations in Alberta, British 
Columbia, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan): Office, 
Lacombe, Alberta; secretary, S. A. Ruskjer. 
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NATIONAL PHOTO 


South Carolina specifically prohibits by statute the playing of golf on Sunday. Many other States 
forbid all games and sports, or other public entertainments, picnics, and diversions. This naturally includes 
the playing of golf on Sunday. Yet in spite of these prohibitions in the State Sunday laws, most of the 
public. officials in many of the States wink at violations of these laws, and the public generally disregard 


them. Sunday statutes are religious laws, since they prohibit on the first day of the week, acts which are 
perfectly lawful at all other times. Such statutes should be repealed. 
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Referendum Vote in Wisconsin 


OR the first time 

in the history of 
Wisconsin, the State 
legislature gave the 
people, on April 5, 
an opportunity to 
vote on a popular referen- 
dum for the repeal of the 
Sunday laws, which were 
being violated every week 
by practically everybody 
in the State. The citizens 
of Wisconsin were put un- 
der solemn obligation to 
give the State legislature 
a mandate through a 
State-wide referendum, 
either to retain and en- 
force or to repeal the Sun- 
day laws now on the civil 
statute books. The people 
of Wisconsin voted in favor of repeal 
by a majority of 124,650 votes. <A total 
of 668,222 votes were cast,— 396,436 in 
favor of repeal and 271,786 against it. 

For many years the Sunday laws of 
the State of Wisconsin have not been 
enforced, except spasmodically in a few 
localities. The law-enforcement officers, 
as well as the public generally, have 
winked at the Sunday laws, because 
it is so obvious to every one who reads 
the sections of the Sunday law sub- 
mitted by the legislature to the people 
for repeal on the referendum, that it 
is a physical impossibility to enforce 
them in every detail without provoking 
a revolution, or at least a popular revolt, 
within a few weeks. These laws are 
completely out of tune with the age in 


Favors Repeal 


of 
Sunday Law 





which we live. They 
are inconsistent with 
our system of gov- 
ernment and obnox- 
ious to the general 
public. 

The old Sunday laws of 
Wisconsin, if literally en- 
forced, would permit noth- 
ing to be done on Sunday 
but “works of necessity 
and charity.” They are 
really indigo “blue,” 
among the bluest of the 
blue laws. In traveling, 
only “the running of any 
railroad train, street rail- 
way car or interurban rail- 
way car for the transpor- 
tation of freight or mail 
or of passengers and their 
baggage on Sunday shall be deemed a 
work of necessity or charity.” Those 
are the only vehicles of transportation 
allowable under the Sunday laws of 
Wisconsin. Traveling on horseback or 
by private conveyance for pleasure is 
prohibited, just as it was back in the 
Puritan times in New England. 

The Sunday law of Wisconsin ex- 
pressly states that no person shall “be 
present at any dance or public diver- 
sion, show, or entertainment, or take 
part in any sport, game, or play on the 
first day of the week,” without being 
subject to a fine of ten dollars. 

A “publie diversion” would be any 
kind of public entertainment, concert, 
travelogue, or picnic. All these are pro- 
hibited on Sunday. No game or play 
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REIERSON STUDIO 


Wisconsin State Capitol Building at Madison 


is allowable, such as baseball, either 
amateur or professional, golf, tennis, 
croquet, volley ball, not even children’s 
games or plays. If a father and his 
boys should attempt to bat the ball 
around the lot on Sunday, they would 
be liable to a fine under the law. 


Inconsistencies in the Law 


The law did not even allow the sale of 
a loaf of bread to the hungry, but the res- 
taurant keeper was allowed to sell toast 
or sandwiches to a customer. The gro- 
cer was not allowed to sell raw potatoes, 
but the restaurant man could sell cooked 
potatoes. One could sell coffee by the 
cup, but not by the pound. One could 
sell corn on the cob, but not canned 
corn. One couldn’t sell the cook a gal- 
lon of kerosene for her cookstove when 
the tank was empty, but he could sell 
gallons of gasoline for the automobile. 
One couldn’t sell a farmer a horse collar, 
but he could sell him an automobile tire 
on Sunday. 

The prohibitions and exceptions under 
the ancient Sunday laws were almost 
without number, and were all based 


upon what some religious reformers con- 
sidered necessary or unnecessary on 
Sunday. 

All these minute restrictions and exac- 
tions clearly indicate that Sunday laws 
are purely religious and not civil stat- 
utes. What law of nature makes cigars 
and cigarettes a necessity on Sunday, 
and a loaf of bread and a pound of but- 
ter a luxury? Sunday laws are a re- 
flection on common sense, and are en- 
tirely devoid of equal justice and civil 
rights. Is it any wonder that the public 
officials and everybody in_ general 
winked at these laws every Sunday, and 
felt no condemnation for violating 
them? They are intolerant, unjust, un- 
fair, unchristian, and un-American, and 
should be repealed by the State legisla- 
ture at its next session, for so the peo- 
ple voted by an overwhelming majority. 

A law which, if enforced, would be 
unjust to everybody, and which itself 
violates every right principle of civil 
government, should by all means be re- 
pealed. A law which interferes with 
the rights of conscience, and which can- 
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not be enforced by public officials, has 
a tendency to breed contempt and disre- 
gard for all law and authority. 

Politics and Religion Will Not Mix 

Sunday observance is a religious act, 
not a civil duty. Civil law is applicable 
to human conduct on every day of the 
week. <A criminal act is such because 
of the very nature of the act itself, with- 
out any reference to the day of the 
week upon which it is done. Sunday 
laws do not prohibit criminal acts on 
Sunday, but acts which are perfectly 
honorable and legitimate on every other 
day of the week, which proves Sunday 
laws to be religious and not civil. Being 
religious, and religious only, they ought 
by all means to be repealed in a country 
and in a State which stands for the 
complete separation of church and state 
and the granting 


Christ made no alliance with civil 
government to incorporate His teachings 
into law and to enforce religious insti- 
tutions and ordinances by the police 
power of the state. It is not the proper 
function of the state to stimulate church- 
going or attendance by prohibiting in- 
nocent amusements and honorable labor 
and legitimate business on Sunday. In- 
structing people in spiritual and reli- 
gious matters is the business of the 
church, and not of the state. 

The Right of Dissent 

The right of dissent should be sa- 
eredly guarded. Not all people are 
agreed as to which day of the week 
should be observed as the Sabbath, or 
Lord’s day. Hardly any two persons 
agree as to the manner in which the 
Sabbath should be observed. One per- 
son may be just as 





of religious free- 
dom to all its citi- 
zens under our 
Constitution. 

The chureh as 
such has no busi- 


ness in politics, NO BALL GAMES | 

and the state |p NO SWIMMING | 

should refuse to |f nee 
sPpoRTS 


NO 


sanction, support, 
and subsidize reli- 
gious obligations 
and_ observances 
through legal en- 
forcement and 
civil penalties. The 
tragedies of reli- 
gious intolerance 
committed by zeal- 
ous and misguided 
Christians in the 














conscientious as 
the other, and it is 
not the preroga- 
tive of the state to 
settle religious dis- 
agreements or con- 
troversies by law, 
and compel one 
group of dissent- 
ers to submit to 
the other. People 
should be reli- 
gious, but not by 
law. Christ said, 
“Love is the ful- 
filling of the law.” 
Righteousness is 
by faith, and not 
by law. To com- 
pel a man to do 
something  con- 
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past, should fore- 
warn Americans 
against a repetition on American soil. 
The right to persuade men to observe 
the Sabbath properly should be sacredly 
protected, but the prerogative to coerce 
men in this matter should be denied the 
civil magistrate. The state should al- 
ways maintain a position of absolute 
neutrality upon religious questions. 


An Effective Cartoon in the Campaign 


trary to his faith 
is to compel him 
to commit sin. When a man is forced 
in religious matters, he becomes one of 
two things,—a martyr or a hypocrite. 
The world is full of hypocrites now; we 
need not make more by law. And the 
state cannot afford to make martyrs. In 
order for the church and the state to 
(Continued on page 91) 
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The Courthouse in Baltimore Where the Superior Court Holds Its Sessions 


High Court of Maryland Declares 


Christianity Not Part of Common Law 


HE Maryland Legislature at its last 
session granted to the citizens of the 
city of Baltimore the right to hold a ref- 
erendum to repeal or to liberalize the 
ancient Sunday laws of Maryland as 
they saw fit. The city council of Balti- 
more accordingly decided to repeal or 
to liberalize the present Sunday laws of 
Maryland so far as that city is con- 
cerned. The city council framed an or- 
dinance repealing the Sunday laws, and 
permitting the operation of theaters, 
movies, baseball, and many other amuse- 
ments after two o’clock Sunday after- 
noons and evenings, also permitting the 
sale of many things now prohibited un- 
der the Sunday law, and submitted the 
same for adoption to the people on a 
public referendum to be voted upon at 
the primary election on May 2. 
The Lord’s Day Alliance of the State 
of Maryland petitioned the Superior 
Court for a mandamus to restrain a vote 
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from being taken on a referendum at 
the May 2 primary election, and to pre- 
vent the printing of the ordinance on 
the ballot. The question at issue was 
whether the city ordinance repealing or 
liberalizing the present Sunday law was 
valid and constitutional as sanctioned by 
the legislative enabling act passed under 
a home-rule amendment by the State 
legislature in 1931. 

The contention of the Lord’s Day Alli- 
ance was that the repealing Sunday or- 
dinance violated fundamental “public 
mores,” or natural law, and that Chris- 
tianity is part of the common law of 
England and part of the common law 
of Maryland, and part of the charter 
of Charles I to Lord Baltimore; and 
that to repeal the Maryland Sunday 
law was to legislate against Christianity. 

The Superior Court, however, ruled 
that as a legal proposition, “Christianity 
is not part of the common law of Eng- 
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land,” and the court also held that 
“Christianity is not part of the common 
law of Maryland,” and that the people 
had a constitutional right to repeal the 
Sunday laws by popular referendum. 

The Lord’s Day Alliance appealed 
from the decision of the Superior Court 
to the Court of Appeals, which is the 
supreme court in the State of Maryland. 
But the Court of Appeals confirmed the 
decision of the Superior Court, and the 
citizens of Baltimore were given the op- 
portunity to vote on a public referen- 
dum on May 2. They voted in favor of 
the city ordinance repealing and _ lib- 
eralizing the Sunday law, by a majority 
of 84,322, or nearly 5 to 1. 


Superior Court Decision 


Our readers, especially of the legal 
profession, will be 
interested to read 
the following ex- 
cerpts from the de- 
cision of the Supe- 
rior Court, which 
decision was con- 
firmed by the high- 
est court of Mary- 
land: 

“It is undoubtedly 
true that in English his- 
tory a number of the 
English lords have de- 
cided, or asserted, that 
Christianity is part of 
the common law of Eng- 
land. They were pious 
God-fearing Christians, 
of the Established 
Chureh, which was es- 
tablished and disestab- 
lished, and another one 
established in its place, 
from time to time, de- 
pending upon which 
party got in power. 
Each exercised it [judi- 
cial authority] with that 
religious zeal which Mr. Marshall characterized 
as a ‘sword in one hand and a firebrand in the 
other,’ in order to impress the divinity of Christ 
upon the questioning population. A lot of those 
English lords and chief justices of England (if 
I may with becoming respect so refer to such 
characters) have slopped over in their judicial 
expressions, and dispensed religion along with 


Ye clouds! that far above me float 
and pause, 

Whose pathless march no mortal 
may control! 

Ye ocean waves! that, wheresoe’er 


ye roll, 
Yield homage only to eternal laws! 
Ye woods! that listen to the night- 
bird’s singing, 


O ye loud waves! and O ye forests 


high! 
And O ye clouds that far above me 
soared 


Thou are thou blue rejoicing 
Via cpl ten tutte 
eone for me, wheresoe’er 
With what deep worship | have still 
The spirit of divinest liberty. 





their conception of the law, unconsciously, be- 
cause they were imbued with the faith and un- 
able to squelch it, or conceal it, or put it aside; 
so that a great many of the English decisions 
are a homeopathic dose of religion and an allo- 
pathic dose of law. 

“Whether the Christian religion is part of the 
common law of England, or whether it is part 
of the common law of Maryland, approached 
from a standpoint of a judicial inquiry, really 
becomes a judicial question to ascertain... . 

“Now, if Christianity, as a legal proposition, 
was part of the common law of England, as dis- 
tinguished from merely being administered by a 
lot of Christian gentlemen who believed in that 
faith, and who dispensed it, as Christian gen- 
tlemen will discharge public duties, I say as a 
legal inquiry, if it came into the body politic of 
the common law of England, as a fact, and asa 
legal fact, it came in after the introduction of 
Christianity into England, and before the pas- 
sage of Magna Charta,—in other words, be- 
tween the seventh century and the first Magna 
Charta: ... or if it 
was not in that Magna 
Charta, it was in, or 
should have been in, the 
succeeding one, of 
Henry III, of the For- 
est, in 1216.... 

“But there is not a 
reference to it in either 
charter. Therefore, it 
is a fair assumption 
that it was not part of 
the common law of Eng- 
land, in spite of all that 
Lord Chief Justices and 
the lords of Parliament 
later stated to the con- 
trary.... 

“Thomas Jefferson 
-.. challenges the 
proposition that Chris- 
tianity was ever a part 
of the common law of 
England, and sets forth, 
in a very much more 
scientific and classical 
form, the exact argu- 
ment I have thus far 
presented,...as jus- 
tification for the chal- 
lenge that Christianity 
was never, as a legal proposition, part of the 
common law of England. ... 

“If we say ‘established principles of revealed 
religion’ are part of the common law of this 
country, and use it in a rhetorical or literary or 
poetical sense, I say yes, and we might say the 
same thing about the laws of Moses, and about 


(Continued on page 94) 


=-- Coleridge. 








N referring to the remarkable major- 

ity of 84,322 votes cast on a public 
referendum on May 2 by the city of 
Baltimore in favor of the repeal of the 
Sunday blue laws, the Pittsburgh Post- 
Gazette has the following comments to 
make on the outcome: 


“On Monday Maryland held its party pri- 
maries, and Baltimore voted on an ordinance 
repealing its ancient blue law. The primary 
balloting was ordinary; the referendum brought 
out the heaviest vote the city has ever given 
any candidate or question. With an unprece- 
dented plurality the voters indorsed the ordi- 
nance which makes it possible to play or watch 
a baseball game, go to the movies, or buy food 
on Sunday. Thus at last in Baltimore ‘nat- 
ural’ rights are made legal. 

“The people of Baltimore voted quietly, seri- 
ously, on an intimate issue of community life. 
They did not authorize revels of lawlessness. 
They removed irksome restraints that had been 
imposed on them without their own will. They 
voted for an ordinance providing wholesome 
counteraction to the monotony of modern urban 
life, and also carefully safeguarding the in- 
terests of those who do not want for them- 
selves Sunday sport and amusements. This 
vote was the calm, deliberate action of a free 
community revising its laws to match its life. 

“Baltimore having freed itself of dictation 
by an intolerant minority, similar action may 
the sooner be expected in Pennsylvania. To 
be ruled in 1932 by a law of 1794 is quite too 
quaintly old-fashioned for comfort. The next 
legislature must begin where the last one left 
off. It will not be so easy, now, to pop a 
blue law bill into the legislative pickling vat.” 


The Lord’s Day Alliance predicted 
before the election that if the Sunday 
laws governing Baltimore City were re- 
pealed, the churches would be largely 
emptied on Sundays. But the Alliance 
is a poor prophet as well as a poor poli- 
tician. It not only lost the election by 
a 5 to 1 defeat, but it miserably failed 
in its prediction as to the effect the re- 
peal would have upon church attend- 
ance. On the Monday following the 
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Baltimore 
Liberalizes 


Sunday Law 








first Sunday when the theaters, motion 
picture houses, baseball parks, and all 
other recreational centers were thrown 
wide open on Sunday, the Baltimore Sun 
printed the testimony of a number of 
Baltimore clergymen who testified that 
their church attendance on Sunday was 
unusually large. 

When California repealed all its Sun- 
day observance laws, many preachers in 
California made a similar prediction as - 
to empty church pews on Sunday if its 
Sunday laws were repealed. But church 
statistics show that the churches in Cal- 
ifornia averaged the highest church 
attendance on Sundays of all the States 
in the Union, in proportion to its popu- 
lation. When the preachers cease to 
thrust their Sunday religion down peo- 
ple’s throats by legal authority, a kindly 
feeling is created between the public 
generally and the churches, and then 
they decide that they want to go to 
church on their own volition. 


For years the Lord’s Day Alliance has 
dominated the Maryland State Legisla- 
ture just as it has the Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey Legislatures. Until recently 
the Alliance has made the legislatures 
believe that it represented practically 
the whole religious population of all the 
churches in the States; but these public 
referendums reveal that the Alliance 
really represents a very small minority 
even of religionists. 

The total number of votes cast in the 
city of Baltimore in favor of the repeal 
of the Sunday blue laws clearly indi- 
eates that a very large percentage of 
the church members must of necessity 
have voted in favor of the repeal. Peo- 
ple do their own thinking these days, 
and no preacher can deliver the votes 
of his church members as he used to do 
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when people blindly followed his dic- 
tums; no matter what they were. It is 
fortunate for America that its citizens 
have imbibed the spirit of liberty and 
the ideals of the American system of 
government. cas. L. 
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Views of Philadelphia Paper on 
Baltimore Repeal 


fj ijone Philadelphia Record, in com- 
menting on the repeal of the Sunday 
law by the citizens of Baltimore, and 
urging church members in Pennsylvania 
to follow the example of freedom-loving 
Baltimoreans in shaking off the religio- 
political yoke of fanatical parsons, has 
the following to say on the outcome of 
the 5 to 1 victory: 

“Baltimore has repealed its 209-year-old blue 
law by a smashing referendum vote of 113,099 
to 28,777. 

“Baltimore declares it is not a city of moral 
infants who must be watched. Baltimore pro- 
claims its right to do as it pleases seven days 
in each week. 

“Philadelphia and Pittsburgh are the only 
two large cities left 
in America in which 
closed Sunday is en- 
forced — cities hog- 
tied by a legislature, 
so that they cannot 
even express their 
desires as to the 
kind of Sunday they 
may have. 

“Who were the 
Baltimoreans who 
made this decision? 
Who voted against 
blue laws in the ref- 
erendum? Rounders, 
hoodlums, atheistic 
dogs? No! 

“Church members 
repealed the Balti- 
more blue law. 

“Baltimore has 804,000 inhabitants and 436,- 
000 church members. 

“Tf all adult church members had voted for 
the blue law, and all adult nonmembers against, 
the blue law would have remained. 

“Yet only 29,000 votes were cast for the blue 
law. In a referendum which called out 80 per 
cent of the electorate, only one fifth voted for 
the blue law. 

“Clearly church members in Baltimore voted 







FOR 
REPEAL 


113,099 


of the State law. 
favor of repeal. 








Under an enabling act of the Maryland Legislature, 
Baltimore recently voted to liberalize the Sunday law 
as it applies to that city, by repealing certain features 


The vote was overwhelmingly in 
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against the blue law—as they would in Phila- 
delphia or Pittsburgh if given the chance. 

“Nor was the vote of those Baltimore church 
members who killed the repressive and unjust 
blue law dictated by politicians. 

“Venal political bosses had demanded that 
movie and theater owners pay $60,000 to elec- 
tion workers to clinch the referendum. The 
commercial interests refused. From that point 
on the political machine was lukewarm to the 
referendum, if not actively opposed. 

“But the people spoke. The church members 
spoke. The Baltimore blue law is automatically 
dead. Baltimore may enjoy sports of all kinds, 
movies, theater performances, bowling. 

“Proof positive that the fight against the blue 
law is not a fight with liberals on one side and 
church members on the other, but a fight in 
which liberals in and out of the churches op- 
pose small minority groups headed by profes- 
sional organizers. 

“Next Sunday Baltimoreans will go to church 
in the morning and do as they please in the 
afternoon. They may go to baseball games, to 
the theater, the moving picture shows, lawfully, 
openly, as American citizens should do things, 
lawfully and openly. 

“Philadelphians will go to church and return 
home to irritation at forced idleness, or they 
will go to near-by cities for amusement. 

“There will be the usual Sunday crap games 
in the back rooms of pool halls, secretive drink- 
ing parties, poker 
sessions, and crimi- 
nal violence. 

“This situation can- 
not last much longer. 

“Enlightened 
church leaders in 
Philadelphia, as in 
Baltimore, know that 
continued opposition 
to the blue law is 
driving their own 
allies from them, is 
weakening their own 
influence, may create 
schisms in their own 
ranks. We call upon 
such leaders to march 
with the times, and 
to prove that their 
leadership is not a 
hangover of 1794, but a power which has flexi- 
bility and vitality enough to meet the needs of 
today.” 

SB BS BSB 


THE fellow that believes in religious 
liberty and in religious legislation, is 
attempting the stunt of riding a horse 
in two different directions at the same 
time. 














No Partial Enforcement of 


Sunday Law 


age FRANK R. FORREST, of 
Iola, Kansas, sitting in the District 
Court of Equity, refused to grant an 
injunction against the operation of pic- 
ture shows on Sunday in Iola on the plea 
that it was a common nuisance and 
therefore subject to injunction proceed- 
ings. The Sunday law of Kansas for- 
bids the operation of filling stations, 
drug stores, and in fact all business, all 
amusements, and all labor of every 
kind, except works of necessity and 
charity. 

Judge Forrest asked the prosecuting 
attorney of the county if he did not 
know that filling stations, drug stores, 
cement mills, and other businesses were 
being operated on Sundays in violation 
of the Sunday laws, The county prose- 
cuting attorney admitted that he knew 
these and many other businesses were 
operating every Sunday in violation of 
the Sunday Jaw. Whereupon Jndge 
Forrest denied the injunction to close 


the motion picture shows on Sunday, 
asserting that the county prosecuting 
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attorney and the preachers, who were 
the complainants, had gone into court 
with “unclean hands,” because they did 


not demand the Sunday closing of the 
other which were equally 


guilty of violating the Sunday laws. 
The transcript of the record of the case 


quotes Judge Forrest as saying, in part: 

“What you gentlemen are trying to get me to 
do, in this equitable proceeding, is to take this 
statute and read into it that this law applies to 
a man operating a picture show only. That it 
doesn’t apply to filling station men selling gaso- 
line and oil and servicing cars for another. It 
cannot be so construed in this court. Tam going 
to interpret this statute in this equitable proceed- 
ing that it takes in all of the admitted vio- 
lators. The county attorney cannot come in 
here with a rule in equity with his hands un- 
elean as they are when he admits he has full 
knowledge of all these other violators. He 
needs a barrel of soap to wash them with to get 
that admission clear in the record. The State 
is presenting the application of the rule of 
equity im this court, seeking to prevent the 
violation of a criminal statute, and that only, 
It cannot be done. In other words, you can- 
not use equity with an unclean hand that is 
dressed up in partiality, to prohibit the viola- 
tion of a criminal statute. I am not going to 


businesses 
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be a party to a proposition of making one man 
bow his head in respect to the law and wink 
my eye at the other fellows violating the same 
law. 

“That is just what is wrong with all of us 
today. We are winking our eyes at the violat- 
ors of the law, and enforcing only those that 
we like. Right here is an admission by the 
prosecutor, who is backed up by what he says 
are the best men in town, asking me to diserim- 
inate in an equitable proceeding and interpret 
the law and make fish of one side and fowl of 
another.” 


In his discussion of the activities of 
the preachers and the church in the pic- 
ture show ease, Judge Forrest said, in 
part: 

“Now I will admit the Ministerial Alliance, 
or a part of it, is quite active. I have no ob- 
jection to preachers, because I am the product 
of one myself, I have the greatest respect for 
them, but I believe in their staying in their 
own places, and not interfering with the rule 
of the State. When they stand in their spirit- 
ual place, in the pulpit, preaching the word of 
Jesus Christ, they are in their proper places; 
but when they stand there in their pulpit 
preaching the word of Jesus Christ and the law 
of God, and have full knowledge of the fact 
that right in the same block, or the opposite 
corner from their church, there is a fellow serv- 
icing motor cars, selling gasoline and oils for 
cars, and thus violating the law of this State 
which prohibits laboring on Sunday, then how 
can they come in here, into this court, and say, 
‘We must insist on an injunction against this 
man four or five blocks away for doing the very 
same thing’? That’s what I should like to 
know, 

“What is there back of it? There is some- 
thing in the back of their heads, and it should 
be brought out in front. I don’t know what it 
is; I don’t care. ; You are going to walk up 
and face the music, and take this law just as 
it is written and 
make it applicable in 
thig proceeding to 
every violator in the 
county, alike, 

“<“¥he minister 
preaches to keep us 
out of hell, and the 
lawyer talks to keep 


ug out of the peni- 
tentiary, and _ be- 
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tween the two I don’t know which way we are 
going, but we are somewhere on the road. 
Therefore, I say to the ministers of this town, 
‘Go ye and preach the word of God justly, but 
step ye not into the forum of the state and 
confound the state with the church.’ In other 
words, we will not tolerate the interference of 
the church with the state. The rule of the 
state governs; not the church. The state has 
nothing to do with the rule of the church, nei- 
ther the church with the state.” 


We agree with Judge Forrest that the 
preachers and churches have no business 
in the courts prosecuting violators of 
the ancient Sunday laws, singling out 
just those sections and parts of the law 
which they want enforced, while they 
wink the eye at the other sections of the 
law which are equally violated every 
Sunday. Such partial enforcement of 
these antiquated religious statutes should 
not be permitted by the courts. A court 
of equity must be just. He who expects 
equity must deal in equity. Those who 
come into a court of equity and demand 
equity, must have clean hands and pure 
motives, or they cannot receive equity. 

Preachers were responsible for put- 
ting these Sunday observance laws upon 
the statute books in the first place. In 
this matter they were out of place, be- 
cause no preacher was ever ordained of 
God to enact a religious obligation into 
civil law to be enforced by the civil mag- 
istrate. But when a Ministerial Alli- 
ance hales people before the courts be- 
cause they do not observe Sunday in 
harmony with the religious standard set 
up by the preachers, then they are dou- 
bly out of place 
and deserve to be 
rebuked by the 
court. 

T is high time 
that the courts 
drive the preach- 
ers from the judg- 
(Continued on p. 97) 








“The Sunday law of Kansas forbids the opera- 
tion of filling stations, . .. 


kind, except works of necessity,” etc. 


and labor of every 











Controversy Between the Church 
of England and Parliament 


HE difficulties to which a union of 

church and state frequently leads 
were brought into sharp relief by a re- 
cent occurrence in England. The Church 
of England is recognized by the state as 
the official religion of the British Isles. 
Certain dogmas of that church are ap- 
parently contravened by an Act of Par- 
liament. This has led the Archbishop 
of Canterbury, head of the state church, 
to forbid priests of the church to do 
some things which are permitted by the 
civil law of the state. The Sunday Ex- 
press, London, of January 10, 1932, had 
this to say: 

“The Archbishop of Canterbury’s thunderbolt 
has shocked the Christian world as well as the 
secular world by its 
treatment of three 
classes of innocent 
persons. He does not 
wish the ceremony of 
church marriage to be 
accorded, 

“1. To those 
are not baptized; 

“2. To the innocent 
party in divorce; and 

“3. To those who are 
within the prohibited 
degrees tabulated in 
the Prayer Book, and 
whose marriage is le- 
galized by Act of 
Parliament. 

“Parliament has de- 
elared that a man may 
marry his deceased 
wife’s sister or his 
niece by marriage. 
The archbishop defies 
Parliament, and _ re- 
fuses to obey its mar- 
riage law. 

“He sets the author- 
ity of the state church above the authority of 
the state. He drives out of the state church 
those who choose to enjoy the liberty granted 
by the state. 

“The state church, created and established 
by the state, is therefore in revolt against the 
laws of the state. It denies its members the 
freedom conferred upon them by the state. 


who 
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Dr. Cosmo Gordon Lang, Archbishop of Canterbury 


The state church desires to retain its privileges 
as such, and at the same time it refuses to ac- 
cept the laws of the state. 

“The logical way of escape from this conflict 
is disestablishment. If the church wishes to be 
independent of the state, it must cease to be 
a state church. It must ask for its freedom, 
and it must pay the price of freedom... . 

“The law permits marriage to a deceased 
wife’s sister or a deceased husband’s brother. 
The state church forbids these marriages. It 
also forbids its rites in the case of a niece by 
marriage. Why? Because these marriages are 
within ‘the Table of Prohibited Degrees at- 
tached to the Book of Common Prayer.’ ” 


With the doctrinal controversy in- 
volved in the foregoing, the LiBerty 
magazine has nothing to do, but to us it 
does.seem passing strange that a church 
should receive 
monetary aid from 
the state, and re- 
fuse to obey the 
laws of the state. 
Any union of reli- 
gion and govern- 
ment is bound to 
result in conflict of 
authority. Either 
the church must be 
subject to the 
state, or the state 
must be subject to 
the church. There 
can be no divided 
rule. 

How thankful 
Americans should 
be for the foresight 
of the founders of 
this nation, who 
expressly forbade 
Congress to make any “law respecting 
an establishment of religion, or prohib- 
iting the free exercise thereof.” 

In this fortunate land men of every 
creed stand equal before the law. No 


(Continued on page 98) 




















Our Constitution, 
the Culmination 


of Centuries 


Prize-Winning Oration by 
Lucylle D. Goldsmith 


ein say that coal is the 
sunshine that was stored up mil- 
lions of years ago. Today people use 
this same coal to keep the warmth of 
life in them. Our Constitution is the 
stored-up sunshine of centuries of 
struggle for the prerogative of liberty 
in all its forms, and that work is to- 
day the life itself of the nation of 
the United States of America. 

Our Constitution was not the prod- 
uot of 1787, nor the immediate crea- 
tion of those who gave it form and 
substance at the Constitutional Conven- 
tion. The Constitution was never the re- 
sult of a single stroke of genius, it had 
its roots far back in the past. The fram- 
ers of this document were much too wise 
to draw on their imagination, or to base 
the government of a nation on theory. 
Had these men attempted to create a 
chimerical structure, their work would 
have been valueless. Its guaranties 
bear the brand of centuries for their 
justification and existence. The bril- 
liance of its framers was shown chiefly 
in the fact that they disturbed as little 
as possible the existing institutions, 
which were the growth of the ages and 
which were part of their race inherit- 
ance. The colonists fought to retain, 
not to destroy, their rights under the 
British constitution. The Americans of 
1776 were British, and in framing their 
governmental plan they simply used the 
law and charter that had always been 
their own. 


WASHINTON STAR PHOTOS 







Miss Lucylle Goldsmith, 
of Los Angeles, First Prize 
Winner in the National Ora- 
torical Contest for High 
School Students, Held in 
Washington, D. C., May 21, 
1932 





There are buildings that soar to the 
skies, others remain close to the ground. 
But none can mount high unless its 
foundations are intrenched deeply, 
firmly, into the ground. They can 
ascend just so far as their foundations 
allow. Those founders of our govern- 
ment knew that, and, mighty builders 
that they were, when they erected that 
invincible, that ever-growing building, 
the United States of America, they made 
a foundation for it that was enduring, 
fundamental; that would last as long 
as the edifice for which it was its base, 
would suffice, no matter how the build- 
ing expanded, how high it rose. 

For this foundation, its builders 
gleaned facts from all history, from the 
motherland and from the State constitu- 
tions. The State constitutions, in turn, 
had been derived from the early trading 
charters, such as that of the East India 
Company. (Continued on page 92) 
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The Constitution 





NATIONAL PHOTO 


President Wilson Signed Many Bills on Sunday 


ANY of the advocates of drastic 

Sunday laws urge their passage by 
claiming that the Constitution of the 
United States recognizes the sacredness 
of Sunday. In Section 7 of Article I of 
the Constitution, we find this expression : 
“Tf any bill shall not be returned by the 
President within ten days (Sunday ex- 
cepted) after it shall have been pre- 
sented to him, the same shall be a law 
in like manner as if he had signed it, 
unless the Congress by their adjourn- 
ment prevent its return; in which case 
it shall not be a law.” This exemption, 
which provides that Sunday need not be 
counted in the ten days which are al- 
lowed to Presidents to sign or return 
bills passed by the Congress, is advanced 
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Does Not Forbid 


Sunday 
Work 


Presidents Sign Bills 


on Sunday 


as proof that the founders 
of the nation recognized 
the Christian religion and 
the sacredness of the day 
that is observed by most 
Christian bodies. That 
such a conclusion is not 
justified must occur to any 
thinking man. 

The jealous care for the 
securing of real religious 
freedom exercised by our 
forebears is shown in the 
fact that two of the original States re- 
fused to ratify the Constitution until 
certain amendments were adopted. 
Within two years ten amendments were 
ratified. The very first one provides 
that “Congress shall make no law re- 
specting an establishment of religion or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” 
This forever precludes the recognition of 
Sunday sacredness by an act of the Fed- 
eral Congress, for Sunday observance is 
everywhere known to be a matter of re- 
ligion. To enact a law about Sunday 
observance is to make a law “respecting 
an establishment of religion.” 

It is clear that the framers of the 
Constitution, in excepting Sunday from 
the ten days allowed for signing bills, 
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had no intention of going further than 
to provide that any conscientious Sun- 
day-keeping President would not be 
compelled to sign bills on Sunday, rather 
than to prohibit the signing of bills if a 
President desired to do so. As a matter 
of fact, many bills have been signed on 
Sunday. These cover a wide range of 
subjects, and most of them could not, by 
any stretch of the imagination, be termed 
emergency measures. We refer to some 
of them: 

The annual appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1918; the annual 
appropriations for the Naval service for 
the same period were signed on Sunday, 
March 4, 1917. Besides these two large 
items, President Wilson signed an Act 
for the restoration of certain annuities 
to two Indian tribes; an Act for a public 
building at Paris, Texas; an Act for 
the enlargement of the post office build- 
ing in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; an 
Act amending the Irrigation Act of 
March 3, 1891; an Act concerning ripa- 
rian rights on land fronting on Lake 
Michigan ; an Act to authorize the build- 
ing of a bridge across the Red River at 
or near Index, Texas; two Acts to au- 
thorize the change of the names of two 
steamers; and others. The record show- 
ing these things may be found on pages 
1134 to 1168, Volume 39, Part I, U. S. 
Statutes at Large (64th Congress). 

March 4, 1923, also fell on Sunday. 
The U. S. Statutes at Large, Volume 42, 
Part I, pages 1483 to 1563 (67th Con- 
gress), contains a list of fifty-nine bills 
that were signed on that day. They in- 
elude an Act to permit an increase in 
the number of collection districts for the 
collection of internal revenue; an Act 
for the relief of certain homestead en- 
trymen; an Act to provide for the rec- 
lamation of a certain military reserva- 
tion; an Act authorizing the closing of 
portions of a street in the District of 
Columbia; an Act authorizing the sale of 
real property no longer required for mil- 
itary purposes; Acts to provide for the 
building of two bridges in different 





parts of the country; the purchase of a 
suitable building for diplomatic and con- 
sular establishments in Paris, ete. 

None of the laws thus signed have ever 
been called in question. The question of 
legality has never been raised concern- 
ing any of them. The Presidents who 
signed these bills, as well as the law- 
makers in general, must have understood 
that it is perfectly within the rights of 
the President to sign any bill on Sunday 
when he sees fit to do so, and that such 
signing is not prohibited by the Consti- 
tution. 

Personally, we are rather tired of the 
false claims that are continually being 
advaneed by those who seek to enforce 
religion by civil law. We trust that the 
readers of the Liperty magazine will 
just make a mental note of the points 
contained in this article, so that they 
will never be disturbed by the asser- 
tions or assumptions of those who claim 
that the founders of this nation in any- 
wise linked religion with the civil gov- 
ernment. H. H. V. 




















VIRGINIA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 





Monument Avenue in Richmond, Virginia, Said to Be One of the Most Beautiful 
Streets in the South 


Governor Pollard’s Speech 


Before the Constitutional 
Convention of Virginia 


HEN John G. Pol- 

lard, now Governor 
of Virginia, was in the 
prime of his youth, he 
was sent as a delegate 
to the Constitutional 
Convention of Virginia, 
in 1901-02. He has al- 
ways been a_ stanch 
champion of the principles of religious 
liberty and the complete separation of 
church and state. During the debates 
of this Constitutional Convention, Mr. 
Pollard raised the question as to the 
elimination of the sectarian term “Chris- 
tian’ as embodied in the Virginia Bill of 
Rights, which is a part of the Constitu- 
tion of Virginia. The following interest- 
ing discussion took place, as recorded in 
the minutes of the Constitutional Con- 
vention : 

“The secretary read as follows: 
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in 1901 


Reasons Why Word 
“Christian”? Should 
Be Eliminated 


“16, That religion, or 
the duty which we owe to 
our Creator, and the man- 
ner of discharging it, can be 
directed only by reason and 
conviction, not by force or 
violence; and, therefore, all 
men are equally entitled to 
the free exercise of religion, 
according to the dictates of 
conscience; and that it is 
the mutual duty of all to practice Christian 
forbearance, love, and charity towards each 
other.’ 

“Mr. Pouuarp: Mr. Chairman, I rise to a 
question of personal privilege. Early in the 
session of this Convention I offered an amend- 
ment to the section now under consideration. 
That amendment had for its purpose the strik- 
ing out of the word ‘Christian’ before the word 
‘forbearance’ in the next to the last line. 

“The proposition attracted unexpected atten- 
tion, and provoked bitter discussions in the 
press and from the pulpit. These discussions 
showed a misapprehension of my reasons for 
offering the ordinance. I therefore now desire 








to state briefly what those reasons were, but 
more especially to explain why I do not now 
ask this body to consider the matter further. 

“My action in offering this amendment was 
the result of a deep conviction that there should 
exist in this Commonwealth the most perfect 
and absolute religious equality before the law. 
I believed, and still believe, that when the Con- 
stitution recommends to the people of this 
State the exercise of. ‘Christian forbearance, 
love, and charity,’ such a recommendation neces- 
sarily implies that the ‘forbearance, love, and 
charity’ taught by the Christian religion is the 
highest type. And while this, doubtless, is the 
individual belief of every member of this Con- 
vention, I deny our right to constitute our- 
selves judges of the virtues of the different re- 
ligions professed by the citizens of this Com- 
monwealth. In assuming such a function, we 
forsake the proper sphere of government, and 
invade the sacred realm of conscience. Reli- 
gion is a matter between the individual man 
and his Maker. It addresses itself to the indi- 
vidual conscience, while the law deals with out- 
ward conduct only. 

“A free State has no religious function; it 
should look with impartial eye on all religions, 
and should interfere only when, under the cover 
of religion, acts are com- 
mitted in violation of the 
good order of society. It is 
said that the word ‘Chris- 
tian’ is here used in no sec- 
tarian sense. It is not sur- 
prising that it should not 
convey a sectarian meaning 
to a body of Christian men, 
because there is nothing in 
the word to differentiate 
them one from another; but 
when used in the Constitu- 
tion, which speaks to all the 
people,—non-Christian as 
well as Christian,—it neces- 
sarily conveys a_ sectarian 
meaning to a large class of 
our fellow citizens. 


“Recent discussions of this 
question disclose the fact 
that many think that this 
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given privilege, but by virtue of a God-given 
right. How can it be, Mr. Chairman, that a 
State can assume to grant to its citizens what 
God Himself has already given to every human 
being? I do not believe in religious toleration ; 
I believe in religious liberty—the most sacred 
form of personal freedom. The State which 
withholds that liberty is despotic; the State 
which assumes to itself the power of granting 
it has the seeds of despotism in its bosom. 

“There can be no perfect religious liberty in 
any State which puts the stamp of its approval 
on that forbearance, love, and charity as taught, 
or exercised, by any religion not accepted by 
all of its citizens. It is no answer to say that 
this discrimination is harmless, and takes from 
no man the right to worship God according to 
the dictates of his conscience; for the same 
might be said, had the State commended the 
virtues of any particular Christian denomina- 
tion. Such a commendation would be equally 
harmless. It would take from no man the right 
to worship God according to the dictates of his 
conscience; yet its injustice is manifest. How 
easy it is for us to see a discrimination against 
our own religion, and how hard to perceive an 
injustice done the religion of others! How 
easy it is even for Christians to minimize the 
importance of the rights of 
others. 


“ ‘But och, mankind are unco 
weak, 

An’ little to be trusted; 

If self the wavering bal- 


ance shake, 
It’s rarely right ad- 
justed.’ 


“Tt has been said that the 
wise men who adopted the 
Bill of Rights understood 
religious liberty, and yet 
placed the word ‘Christian’ 
in this section. But the con- 
ditions that surrounded them 
were far different from 
those that surround us to- 
day. Then, practically 
speaking, there was in this 
State no religion except the 





should be, legally, a Chris- 
tian State; that, as to the 
different Christian denomi- 
nations, there should be strict impartiality, but 
as to those who profess other religions, there 
should be simply tolerance. This is a narrow 
conception of the meaning of religious freedom. 
It is both unchristian and undemocratic, for it 
assumes that the dominant sect may, by its 
grace and forbearance, tolerate other religions; 
while, as a matter of fact, men do not worship 
God in their own way because of any man- 


©u. ee. 


Governor John G. Pollard 


RUSSELL M. HARLAN, ARTIST 


Christian religion. 

“Now there is a large 
class of eminently respected, 
law-abiding, and useful citizens who profess an- 
other religion. But even if the conditions had 
been the same, there would yet be no good rea- 
son for retaining the word. We are not here 
to preserve the legal relics of the past, but to 
make a Constitution for the present and fu- 
ture—a Constitution which shall be the voice of 
the people of 1901. 

“No man cherishes more than I a profound 
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respect for the wisdom and patriotism of the 
founders of this State, but I do not believe 
that they handed down to us the theory of gov- 
ernment as a completed science. I am so irrev- 
erent as to think that they left something for 
us to do. Nobly did they meet the conditions 
which confronted them. Let us meet the con- 
ditions which surround us in the same lofty 
spirit. To those who desire to retain the word 
because our forefathers put it there, I would 
say that they are showing more reverence for 
our ancestors than their example will justify; 
for the great men of 1776, in enacting this very 
section, reversed and repudiated an idea which 
had been held by their forefathers for centu- 
ries. The question should be, not when or by 
whom this word was placed in the Bill of 
Rights, but whether today it properly belongs 
there. 

“Some have done me the injustice to say that 
my amendment was intended as a blow at Chris- 
tianity. If I know the sentiments of my soul, I 
had rather have a millstone tied about my neck 
and be cast into the midst of the sea than to 
strike a blow at the religion on which rest all 
my hopes for the future. In offering this 
amendment, I believe that I was following the 
teachings of Him who said: ‘My kingdom is not 
of this world.’ From the day those words were 
uttered down to the present, some of His zeal- 
ous followers, in violation of His teachings, 
have sought to advance His cause by force of 
law—sometimes by burning at the stake, later 
by taxing others to advance a religion in which 
they did not believe, and, today, we have the 
last faint glimmer of that hideous fallacy re- 
maining with those who erroneously think that 
they can advance the Christian religion by hav- 
ing our fundamental law commend its virtues. 

“Tf there is one lesson taught in the annals 
of history, it is that Christianity prospers most 
under those governments which, as such, seek to 
help it least. A false religion may need pe- 
euliar recognition of the law, but it is beneath 
the dignity of the only true religion to ask or 
accept it. If the presence of the word ‘Chris- 
tian’ in the Bill of Rights is no advantage to 
Christianity, there is no reason why any Chris- 
tian should desire its retention; if, on the other 
hand, it is of advantage, it not only violates the 
religious rights of others, but begets in their 
minds a suspicion that Christians are not willing 
to trust their religion on its own merits. 

“The amendment I offered may be of itself 
comparatively unimportant, but it involves a 
great principle; and, knowing how even a slight 
violation of principle often leads to a denial of 
the principle itself, I thought it not unimpor- 
tant, inasmuch as we are here to draft anew 
the fundamental law of the land, to rid it of 
any suggestion that it is the province of govern- 
ment to judge between the virtues of the re- 
ligions professed by its citizens. 


“But our honored President, in a speech be- 
fore the Committee on Bill of Rights, said: 

“Ts it wise, is it expedient, that we should 
endanger our Constitution by taking the action 
proposed in this resolution? I give it to you as 
my candid judgment that if this thing is done, 
we had just as well adjourn and go home, for 
the Constitution will be defeated. They are 
stirred up in the mountains and the lowlands. 
Call it sentiment, if you please, but there is no 
power so great as sentiment. The Christian 
people all over this State cannot be convinced 
that this is not an attack upon Christianity.’ 

“Many other members of this Convention have 
expressed the same belief, and many have said 
that they would vote for my proposition if it 
were not for the fear that it would endanger 
other and more important reforms. If need be, 
I would gladly go down in defeat while de- 
fending such a principle; but inasmuch as there 
can be no vote on the merits of the question, I 
do not feel it my duty to insist upon the con- 
sideration of a proposition which would result 
in a long and useless debate, and which, if 
adopted, might interfere with the effort to rid 
our State of a corrupt and ignorant electorate 
—the great, overshadowing evil we were called 
here to correct. For this reason I shall not ask 
a vote upon my amendment; but at the same 
time I insist that the committee’s report vio- 
lates that just, true, absolute, and impartial 
religious equality before the law, which should 
exist in every free State and which should be 
recognized and freely accorded by every citizen. 

“It is with great reluctance, Mr. Chairman, 
that 1 defer my hope that Virginia will remove 
this last faint shadow which mars the complete- 
ness of religious equality before the law, a glo- 
rious principle—born in heaven—America’s 
great gift to the science of government. [Ap- 
plause. |” 


We regret exceedingly that Governor 
Pollard’s amendment to the Virginia 
Constitution was not accepted, and that 
the word “Christian” is still retained in 
the Bill of Rights in Virginia. The ed- 
itor of the LisertTy magazine is a Chris- 
tian minister, and holds the highest 
reverence for the teachings of Christ; 
but reverence for Christ and His teach- 
ings is not a justification for recognizing 
the Christian religion in the fundamen- 
tal law of the State. The State should 
not recognize any religion as a legal 
proposition. Even the name of God or 
the Christian religion, used as a legal 
proposition in the fundamental law of 
the land, causes much embarrassment to 
judicial tribunals and legislative bodies. 
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Religious organizations and religious le- 
galists always seize upon these reli- 
gious words and phrases in the funda- 
mental law, and use them as levers and 
wedges to pry open the legislative doors 
for further religious legislation. If the 
religious camel is allowed so much as 
his nose inside the legislative tent, he 
will see to it that head, body, legs, and 
tail, including the smell, get inside ulti- 
mately, and that the master is kicked 
out. 

The only way to keep religious fana- 
ties and misguided zealots from getting 
a strangle hold in law upon the con- 
sciences of dissenters, is to deny the legal 
recognition of any religion. Christ, the 
Author of Christianity, never applied 
to Cesar for legal recognition of His 
teachings. During the first three hun- 
dred years of the Christian era, Chris- 
tianity maintained its great purity and 
experienced its most phenomenal growth 
in membership. It accomplished all this 
in the face of the greatest opposition 
that Christianity ever met at the hands 
of government. Christ wants no help 
from Cesar. All that Christianity 
should ask for is a fair field without 
legal favors. It will have nothing to 
fear from any foe if it adheres to its 
original ideals and standards of truth 
and doctrine. c. 8. L 








Referendum Vote in Wisconsin 
Favors Repeal of Sun- 
day Law 


(Continued from page 77) 


get along peaceably, each should be in- 
dependent in its own sphere, and neither 
should attempt to dominate the other. 
Relics of the Dead Past 

These Sunday laws of Wisconsin are 
religious relics of the dead past. They 
hark back to the days of the Puritans, 
when the established church dominated 
the state, and compelled every one to go 
to church on Sunday whether he be- 
longed to the church or not. They not 
only closed up every avenue of pleasure 


and innocent amusement on Sunday, but 
they sent the constable around to see 
that all the people went to church serv- 
ices. They taxed everybody to support 
the clergy, and collected the fines for all 
violations of Sunday laws. They fined 
people for laughing or whistling on Sun- 
day. In fact, the Boston court records 
reveal the fact that two sea captains 
were arrested, fined, and put in the 
stocks for kissing their wives on Sunday. 
One had been away from home for six 
months and the other for three years. 
When their ships arrived in Boston Har- 
bor on a Sunday morning, their wives 
went down to the wharf to meet them; 
and when the husbands got on shore, 
they forgot that it was Sunday and 
kissed their wives. The constable stood 
by and arrested both of them. They 
were presented before the civil magis- 
trate, and were fined and placed in the 
stocks for having kissed their wives on 
Sunday, contrary to the blue laws of 
New England. 

But the Puritans did not stop with 
putting men in the stocks and fining 
them for violating the blue laws; for 
a repeated violation of these laws they 
imposed the death penalty. 

The Puritans made no pretense that 
their Sunday laws were civil laws. They 
were at least frank and above board, for 
they called them “ecclesiastical laws.” 
In fact, all Sunday laws, until quite 
recently, were called ecclesiastical laws, 
and all Sunday law violations were ad- 
judged before ecclesiastical courts. Call- 
ing Sunday laws civil does not make 
them so. Nearly all our present Sunday 
laws in the different States have come 
down to us by inheritance from colonial 
times. For instance, in Pennsylvania 
and New Jersey, the use of a pleasure 
vehicle is forbidden, except for going to 
and from church. No one is allowed 
to play any music or sing a song unless 
such musie or song is sacred. Diver- 
sions, plays, games, and every innocent 
amusement and recreation is forbidden, 
the same as it was in Wisconsin. But 
in New Jersey, as in Wisconsin, public 








92 LIBERTY 


officials wink at violations of the law, 
and motion picture shows and theaters 
operate and professional baseball is 
played all over the State, with the ex- 
ception of a few localities where the 
church element is the dominating influ- 
ence in polities. 
Sunday Laws Unnecessary 


Many people think that Sunday laws 
are necessary for the advancement of 
public welfare and religion. We do well 
to remember that the early Christian 
churches thrived and prospered for more 
than three centuries without a Sun- 
day law upon the civil statute books; 
and in spite of the most determined op- 
position and persecution from the Ro- 
man government, the Christian church 
of that early period enjoyed its greatest 
purity and prosperity. The first Sun- 
day law ever enacted was in 321 A. D. by 
Constantine the Great. 

Compulsory Sunday observance laws 
on the civil statute books of a State are, 
therefore, unnecessary to maintain the 
purity of Christianity or the growth of 
the church, and should be repealed. Peo- 
ple cannot be made good by law. The 
only power that can change the heart 
and life of man is the power invested in 
the gospel of Jesus Christ. The king- 
dom of Christ is based upon the prin- 
ciple of love rather than law. Religion 
is a matter of choice and not of coercion. 
The people who do their own thinking 
in religious matters refuse to follow the 
political preacher who substitutes the 
foree of law for the power of love. 
There are only two ways in this world 
in which we can observe the Sabbath. 
One is by following the convictions of 
the conscience, and the other is by be- 
ing driven to it by the power and au- 
thority of the policeman. 

The only proper and divine way of 
observing religious obligations and cus- 
toms is by following the dictates of con- 
science as it becomes enlightened by the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit and the il- 
luminating word of God. The apostle 
Paul says, “Hast thou faith? have it to 
thyself before God.” No man is good 


enough, wise enough, or great enough 
to sit in judgment upon the motives of 
another man’s heart. No man has a 
right to make his conscience the crite- 
rion for another. God made the con- 
science free in the realm of religion, and 
He never intended that it should be en- 
slaved. Nothing but the power of love 
should ever dominate the human heart 
in religious matters. One of two things 
is inevitable: either these Sunday blue 
laws, which are in conflict with the con- 
stitutional guarantees of civil and reli- 
gious liberty, must be repealed, or the 
Constitution will ultimately be de- 
stroyed. It is impossible to retain for- 
ever laws which contravene the plain 
provisions of the Constitution without 
finally destroying all respect and regard 
for the Constitution itself. The Con- 
stitution is paramount to legislative acts, 
and therefore it should be maintained 
and the blue laws repealed. 

We trust that the Wisconsin Legisla- 
ture, which has received this mandate 
from a respectable majority of the citi- 
zens of the State, will repeal this anti- 
quated, unchristian, and un-American 
Sunday law at its next session. These 
religious laws should never have been 
placed upon the civil statute books of 
the State. The people have spoken; now 
let the legislature act accordingly. 

c. Ss. L. 


BE ES BSB 


Our Constitution, the Culmina- 
tion of Centuries 
(Continued from page 85) 


Our idea of a Senate we got from the 
Romans, from the Hebrew Sanhedrin 
of Biblical times. That was one of the 
first bricks in its foundation. From 
England these draftsmen borrowed more 
material. Using the lessons taught by, 
and the ideals of, the Magna Charta, the 
petition of right, the habeas corpus, the 
Bill of Rights, and many others, they 
glued the stones comprising the founda- 
tion yet more strongly together, in- 
trenched it even more deeply into the 
soil of personal liberty. The idea of a 
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law so fundamental as to limit even the 
power of the ruler, runs far back into 
the story of early England. 

Bricks and mortar of more recent 
origin were furnished from the original 
State constitutions. From Maryland 
was brought the idea of a small Senate 
with a long term of service, and the 
idea of the electoral college. From the 
constitution of New York comes the peri- 
odic readjustment of the representation 
after the census, and the Vice-Presi- 
dent’s duty to preside over the Senate, 
and to vote only in case of a tie. The 
constitution of Massachusetts contrib- 
uted the duties of the two houses with 
respect to impeachments and the power 
of the Executive veto. Some provisions, 
important in the composition of this 
puissant foundation, such as the judi- 
ciary system, the short term of the 
Lower House, and the single executive, 
were common to nearly all the States. 

The first of the materials that made 
up the foundation of the United States 
of America, that was molded from Amer- 
ican soil and dried under the sun that 
shines on America, was the Mayflower 
compact in 1619, when a handful of men 
and women banded together in a heroic 
and fruitful attempt to ally themselves 
against the unknown. That small band 
established themselves as firmly, as 
peaceably as possible, in this new land, 
but a quarter of a century later they 
were forced to form the New England 
confederation, uniting against the brutal 
savagery and warfare of King Philip 
and his red warriors. In the year 1754 
Benjamin Franklin authored the Albany 
plan, which was the first time in the 
history that all of the English colonists 
worked together in an organized union 
against its common foe. Little more 
than a decade later occurred the Stamp 
Act, an act so tyrannical and unjust as 
never before had been duplicated in 
the history of the New World. The 
Committees of Correspondence were or- 
ganized in 1770. The first Continental 
Congress was held five years later. In 
the immortal year of the signing of the 


Declaration of Independence occurred 
the second Continental Congress. At 
the close of the Kevolutionary War in 
1781, a trial government under the Ar- 
ticles of Confederation began. All these 
events were but layers of bricks in the 
building of the Constitution culminating 
in the three Constitutional Conventions 
beginning in 1785 and ending at Phila- 
delphia in 1787, when the document that 
was to make a nation was conceived. 

A glorious foundation for a glorious 
structure was built! The people, jubi- 
lant, exclaimed, “The like of this has 
never been seen before!” They were not 
altogether wrong, but they were not cor- 
rect. While it was true that a founda- 
tion as fitting for an institution like the 
United States of America had never 
been seen before, that no other base of 
a people’s government before this had 
ever held up a structure, as our Con- 
stitution did, of a Federal government 
that was without precedent in the his- 
tory of the world, still the bricks that 
made this foundation, the mortar that 
held it together, were precious materials 
garnered from all over the world, from 
every age! They were not made for the 
first time that memorable year. Each 
brick in the foundation was taken from 
other foundations of institutions guar- 
anteeing liberty and happiness to those 
people. 

What were the rights that our Con- 
stitution sought to safeguard? What 
were the weapons that it provided to in- 
sure our people against despots, tyrants, 
and autocrats? What were the rights 
that our Constitution declared to be 
inalienable, and stripped legislatures 
and courts for generations afterward of 
the power to repeal or modify? Were 
they merely the problems of a people 
that lived in the twilight of the eight- 
eenth century, or were these problems 
that have always existed from the dawn 
of history? The provisions in our Con- 
stitution that guarantee to every citizen 
a right to a trial by jury, the right to 
freedom of assembly, for petition of 
grievances, for the right of religious 
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liberty, of freedom of expression, are 
guaranties that are found in other doc- 
uments long before the Constitutional 
Convention was conceived. The provi- 
sions in our Constitution that divide 
our government into the executive, the 
legislative, and the judicial branches, 
each acting as a check upon the other, 
which guarantees against the abuses of 
power in any one department of the 
government, were not the inventions or 
creations of the framers of our Consti- 
tution, but go clear back to the Magna 
Charta in 1215, back to the codes of 
European states, to the ancient days of 
Rome, and still farther removed to the 
first organized governments. 

The rights that our Constitution de- 
clared to be inalienable were rights for 
which Copernicus and Bruno were 
burned at the stake; rights for which 
the champions of liberty of every age 
fought and sought and vindicate. And 
hence the framers of our Constitution 
said that no legislature or court of law 
or police officer should ever take the 
right of religious liberty, or freedom of 
speech, trial by jury, away from our 
citizens. 

Never before had any people wrought 
so great a political revolution without 
bloodshed. From a loosely bound con- 
federacy that lacked the power of gov- 
erning, the people, deliberately, thought- 
fully, without drawing a sword, with no 
pressure from without, banded together 
and founded a nation and based it on 
a firm and abiding foundation. That 
Constitution, drawn up in 1787 by fifty- 
five delegates, signed by thirty-nine, has 
been in force for almost a century and a 
half; and as we look back on that period 
of time, we see that that document has 
not diminished in power; has not grown 
out of date. Dynasties, kingdoms, em- 
pires, have fallen and crumbled to 
pieces. The United States is growing 
ever more powerful, rising toward the 
skies, secure in the foundation that is 
the life of our nation—the Constitution ! 
—The Washington (D. C.) Star, May 
22, 1932. 


High Court of Maryland Declares 
Christianity Not Part of 
Common Law 


(Continued from page 79) 


the Hindu law, and about the leading princi- 
ples of a great many of the ancient writers. 

“Judge Offutt, in his recent address to the 
Probation Department of the Supreme Bench, 
spoke of the expenditure of some eighteen bil- 
lions of dollars in the suppression of crime in 
this country. That at least is some evidence of 
the nonconformist character of the Christians 
of this country. 

“The great case that is cited most often, be- 
cause it was recently decided, in 1917, by the 
House of Lords, is Bowman vs, Secular Society. 
I think it is reported in 1917 D of the English 
Annotated cases. There is an opinion there; 
four members of the House of Lords sit in an 
appeal from the highest appellate court in Eng- 
land. ... The Court of Appeals had decided 
that a particular trust was valid. A certain 
clause of it was apparently for a nonreligious, 
and as they interpreted it, an irreligious and 
unchristian end... . 

“The Court of Appeals, by its decision, de- 
clared that it was a valid exercise of testamen- 
tary disposition, It came up before the House 
of Lords, and Lord Finlay, who wrote the first 
opinion, in a very lengthy opinion, decided that 
it was invalid because it was antagonistic to 
the Christian religion, and that England could 
not tolerate through its courts the sanctioning 
of a bequest that went to undermining the Chris- 
tian religion. The other three lords decided just 
the opposite. Now, in Lord Finlay’s opinion, 
he decides categorically and flat-footedly, that 
Christianity is part of the common law of Eng- 
land, as a legal proposition. The other three 
lords decide that it is not so, and never was.... 

“My decision is . . . that Christianity is not 
part of the common Jaw of Maryland as a legal 
proposition; that it is not part of the common 
law of England, and that it is not the function 
of any court in this country, where church and 
state are separated, to undertake to infuse into 
the law those religious principles in which an 
individual may believe, and try to use the me- 
dium of law as a vehicle to further Christianity, 
or to further his conceptions of Christianity, and 
to get them incorporated into the body politic. 
That is no function of government. We are not 
a Christian nation in the legal sense at all... . 

“To declare that Christianity as such is part 
of the law of the land, as a legal proposition, 
I cannot do. This I deny. The great dan- 
ger in this country is, and will be, the too 
intimate commingling of religious views of any 
sect with government, because if you once tol- 
erate that, you will simply have a repetition of 
English history, where when one party is in 
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power, it is the established faith, and when they 
get thrown out, and their enemies come in, 
theirs is the established faith; and there is 
nothing so zealous as converts, and they think 
it is pleasing to God to go and persecute those 
who disagree with them... . 

“In late years there has been continuous agi- 
tation and reagitation of the Sunday question. 
. .. There has been a constant chafing in Balti- 
more, of some elements in Baltimore, to be re- 
lieved of what they consider too strict legal 
requirements for the observance of the Sabbath, 
and they very naturally say it is judicial hy- 
pocrisy, it is governmental cant, to say that they 
are doing it for our salvation on economic 
grounds, for the conservation of human energy, 
for the conservation of human life, for the build- 
ing of a heroic race; that they require us to rest 
one day in the week in order that we may expend 
our energy efficiently, and so on. Probably at 
all times in the world’s history, that argument 
has less call on us than now, with the millions of 
people throughout the country who are resting 
seven days a week instead of one, and because 
they can’t do otherwise—they can’t find work 
to do... 

“Of course, I haven’t much patience, except 
asa judge, with putting it on economic grounds, 
because, to my mind, that is not intellectual 
honesty, yet that is the only ground on which it 
can come before the court, that is the only ground 
that it can be considered on; and the difficulty 
is divorcing human nature from intellectual con- 
ception. You can’t entirely divorce the observ- 
ance of Sunday from whatever religious or non- 
religious point of view the individual may enter- 
tain, and still keep one hundred per cent the 
idea that it is purely an economic question. 
That is the same judicial or legal cant that we 
go through, with which we satisfy ourselves 
when we tell the jury, ‘That is stricken out’ of 
the record. Gentlemen of the jury, when you re- 
tire to your jury room, you must remember that 
you must not remember the things you can’t 
help remembering. Now, they say that cures 
the record if you tell them that. Honor is 
saved, law is gratified, and everybody is satis- 
fied. ... 

“You can’t help getting some humor out of 
the law, because, to a large extent, there is a 
good deal of joke about it, and a good deal of 
joker in it. 

“The only question here is, Did the legisla- 
ture, in the exercise of its functions as the re- 
sponsible custodian of the lawmaking power of 
the free State, exercise them with technically 
accurate or legally sufficient mechanics? ... 
You have a general Sunday law, State-wide in 
character, applicable, therefore, also to Balti- 
more City, and Baltimore City is petitioning the 
legislature for an opportunity to change, in its 
own territorial limits, subject to the will of its 
people, not yet ascertained, its form of Sun- 


day legal recreation, and nobody knows what 
the result of a ballot will be, if, and when 
taken, on the question of Sunday observance, 
whether the majority of the communities are in 
favor of a closed Sunday, as applied to movies 
and baseball, or whether they are not. All the 
legislature said to the citizens of Baltimore, or 
to the municipality, was, We will finally give 
you your rights, as we now view them, to de- 
termine that question for yourselves; we don’t 
want you to determine them for us in our coun- 
ties; we will take care of that ourselves; but 
you may have any kind of Sunday that your 
people will stand for by majority vote. We 
will attempt to give you blanket authority to 
do that. . . . We will let you pass an ordinance 
picking out the kind of ordinance you think 
will square with your local public opinion, an:l 
then you take a vote on it, and see whether you 
have guessed right or not.... 

“So, gentlemen, as the bill stands before me 
now, the demurer to the answer is overruled, 
and that is as far as I go.” ° 


At stated before, the Lord’s Day Al- 
liance appealed from this decision, and 
carried their case to the highest court in 
the State of Maryland, to prevent the 
people of Baltimore from voting on the 
referendum; but again the Alliance lost 
its case, and the referendum was held 
on May 2, as scheduled. The Lord’s 
Day Alliance organized a vigorous cam- 
paign through the leading Protestant 
churches of Baltimore to defeat the re- 
peal and the liberalizing Sunday ordi- 
nance, but the people of Baltimore gave 
the Alliance a drubbing at the election 
to the tune of 5 to 1. The Lord’s Day 
Alliance is afraid of a public referendum 
on the Sunday law issue, because in 
practically every such contest the Alli- 
ance, which sponsors the retention of 
the antiquated Sunday observance laws, 
goes down in a smashing defeat. 

The court decision of Maryland as set 
forth above clearly shows that these Sun- 
day laws are religious laws, and there- 
fore ought to be repealed by the people. 
It also shows that the legal fiction that 
“Christianity is a part of the common 
law” is no longer recognized by the 
courts in general. We are making some 
progress toward separating the church 
and the state in America, and maintain- 
ing the great American ideal of freedom 
of conscience. 0. Bh. 
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Repeal of Sunday Laws Deprives 
No One of Rights 


i Baltimore Sun of May 2, in com- 
menting on the repeal of the Sunday 
blue laws by the citizens of Baltimore 
on a public referendum, says that the 
repeal involves “no oppression or re- 
pression of the rights of any group of 
citizens,” and “takes no rights from any- 
body. But it does provide equal rights 
for those of our citizens who wish recre- 
ation in sports, entertainment in motion 
pictures, and an increased measure of 
freedom from the annoyances of petty 
and arbitrary restrictions on the trade 
that is necessary in the life of a modern 
city.” 

The Baltimore Sun continues its com- 
ments: 


“Here is a community of 800,000 souls. 
All of them have moved far away from the 
ancient Sabbatarian concept. The most ardent 
of the opponents of this ordinance constantly 
violate in one form or another the ancient 
Sunday laws. Custom makes it so, and con- 
science does not forbid. Why strain at the 
legalized extension of rights that is provided 
in the ordinance? 

“Under existing conditions, certain groups 
tell other groups they shall be denied on Sun- 
days recreations and pleasures innocent in them- 
selves. That is not right. And under existing 
conditions the bar against recreations and 
pleasures does not have even the merit of 
standing fairly against all. The rich and the 
well-to-do make their own Sunday laws. 

“Tt would not be difficult, for example, to 
find among well-to-do opponents of this ordi- 
nance many who think nothing of calling the 
family chauffeur for a Sunday afternoon drive 
through the country, or to the golf links, or to 
a tea, or perhaps even to some gayer gather- 
ing. That is as matter of course as the taking 
of a Sunday street car ride—once also a matter 
of debate. 

“Can it be argued that the well-to-do shall 
have without challenge on Sundays all the forms 
of recreation and pleasure that are common 
in their station in our modern life, but the 
shop girl, the factory worker, the clerk chained 
to a desk, shall be deprived of simple sports 
or simple entertainment, in the name of a con- 
ventional, theoretically godly sabbath? 

“Tt is better to turn our backs on discrim- 
jnations. It is better to recognize the con- 
ditions of the life-we lead today, the reality 
of the urge among all for greater freedom on 
Sundays. It is better so to frame our laws 


that, within limits of decorum and decency, all 
classes of our people shall be free to lead their 
own lives on Sunday as on other days. 

“The ordinance . . gives Baltimore the 
kind of Sunday that prevails in hundreds of 
orderly communities, including the national 
capital.” 


We are glad to note that not all the 
Protestant ministers of Baltimore gave 
their support to the Lord’s Day Alli- 
ance which fought for the retention of 
the Sunday blue laws. On the day be- 
fore the election the Baltimore Sun 
quoted the Rev. Dr. T. Andrew Caraker, 
of the Universalist church, as saying: 

“Puritanical Sabbatarianism is dead. Let 
us recognize the fact and support the new lib- 
eral Sunday law. Religion cannot legislate 
morality, neither can it coerce the public con- 
science into church respect. I am honestly of 
the opinion that the days of militant and domi- 
neering orthodoxy have come to an end, A 
vote for a liberal Sunday will aid in crushing 
this spirit, and will build a more respectable 
social and religious order for our city.” 


Daniel Willard, president of the Bal- 
timore and Ohio Railroad; Dr. Joseph 
S. Ames, president of Johns Hopkins 
University; Mayor Jackson, of Balti- 
more; the entire city council of Balti- 
more; the governor of Maryland; and 
the State officials, including the State 
Senators and Representatives from Bal- 
timore, all gave their hearty indorse- 
ment in favor of the repeal or liberal 
modification for Baltimore of the Sun- 
day laws. 

It is not a question of granting the 
people more recreation and pleasure on 
Sundays, or allowing them to trade and 
do business of a legitimate nature, but 
it is a question of giving the people the 
benefit of their constitutional rights set 
forth in the Maryland Bill of Rights, 
which grants freedom of conscience in 
religious matters. It is purely a ques- 
tion of separating church and state in 
Baltimore City, and allowing the people 
to enjoy their inherent rights. The 
civil government, when it exercises its 
legitimate powers, can deal only with 
civil affairs. Sunday laws governing the 
proper observance of Sunday are not 
civil but religious laws. c. 8. L 
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Political Preachers of Virginia 
Rebuked by the Press 


HE Lord’s Day Alliance of Virginia 

and a group of some twenty political 
preachers induced a State senator to 
introduce a drastic Sunday observance 
bill into the Virginia Assembly, upon 
which a public hearing was conducted 
before the Virginia State Senate Com- 
mittee of General Laws during the 
month of March this year. This score of 
clergymen argued strongly in favor of 
the prohibition of all amusements on 
Sunday, but permitted commercialized 
golf on the green on Sunday. Their 
bill was rejected by an almost unani- 
mous vote of the committee. 

One of the ministers who spoke ear- 
nestly in favor of their pet religious 
measure, took a fling at the newspapers 
as follows: 

“Preachers are abused in the papers, which 
seem to be on the other side of all questions 
of Christianity and religion, carping about 
preachers in politics.” 


To which the Richmond News-Leader, 
whose owner and publisher stands high 
in the councils of his church, retorts 
with a flat denial, and a gentle reminder 
that Sunday blue laws are not a part 
of Christianity, and that political 
preachers are the “black sheep” of their 
profession, who do the cause of religion 
more harm than good. The News-Leader 
replied to the carping preacher as fol- 
lows: 

“It is true that the press of America, and 
not least of Virginia, has grown weary of the 
activities of a little group of ministers, not 
twenty in number, who have set up their own 
personal views as the only rule of conduct for 
120,000,000 Americans, 

“Such men, in our opinion, do vastly more 
harm to the cause they espouse than they 
achieve good. They essay to be political bosses 
in the name of morality, and unless the Amer- 
ican press loses all its vitality and courage, it 
will oppose them along with all other irrespon- 
sible would-be rulers. 

“That the press of America, considered as 
a whole, is ‘on the other side on all questions 
of Christianity and religion,’ we flatly deny, 
and in the denial we know we will be sustained 
not only by the public, but by the majority of 
ministers as well... . 


“The American press has its black sheep, of 
course, just as the ministry has. When we 
measure what the press of the country is doing 
to promote better health, to get decent hous- 
ing for the poor, to combat crookedness in 
government, to defend the under dog when 
he is right, to demand justice for the weak, 
to further the holy cause of education, and 
expose corruption in office—when we reflect 
on these things, we are tempted to no com- 
parisons, but we are not afraid of the judg- 
ment of posterity on American newspapers. 

“We trust the press may never satisfy the 
little group of ecclesiastical politicians we 
have mentioned, but we believe it will never 
disappoint the expectations of the millions 
who look to it for information and take a 
broader view of what constitutes ‘Christianity 
and religion.’ ” 


Where ministers forsake the preach- 
ing of the gospel of love, peace, and 
good will toward all men, and enter 
the legislative field to foree men in mat- 
ters of conscience and religion, they 
cannot expect anything else but that 
they will be treated by the secular press 
as political demagogues. The preacher 
who is true to his mission of making 
disciples through the preaching of the 
word of God, and calling men to repent- 
ance for their sins, will find the press on 
their side, lauding the achievements of 
Christianity and religion so long as its 
emissaries do not appeal to the state 
for political aid and legal support. 

Cc. L. 8. 








No Partial Enforcement of 
Sunday Law 


(Continued from page 83) 


ment seat as Gallio did when the Phari- 
sees sought to persecute Paul because he 
dissented from the established customs 
of the Jewish religion of that day. If 
these religious laws were repealed and 
wiped from our civil statute books, our 
courts would be saved from facing such 
conflicts with the clergy, and religious 
persecution would be made impossible. 

Let every liberty-loving citizen keep 
up the agitation for the repeal of these 
antiquated religious laws until every 
State in the Union has wiped the last 
vestige of religious legislation from its 
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civil statute books, so that we can truly 

say we enjoy religious liberty and sepa- 

ration of church and state in America. 
c. Ss. L. 
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Controversy Between the Church 
of England and Parliament 
(Continued from page 84) 


man is taxed to help support a religion 
to which he does not subscribe. We are 
largely free from the evils of a union of 
church and state. It is to be regretted 
that there are some pious, well-meaning 
folk who would forge for us the fetters 
of a union of chureh and state; but we 
believe that the great bulk of American 
citizens appreciate their freedom far too 
much to submit to any such program. 
H. H. V. 
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Reaction of Sunday Law Advo- 
cates in Baltimore 


HEN the citizens of Baltimore 

voted in favor of the repeal of the 
Sunday blue laws to the tune of 5 to 1, 
they brought consternation into the 
ranks of the Sunday law advocates. One 
Sunday law advocate exclaimed, “It 
seems our city is without a God.” An- 
other Sunday law champion said: 

“This is a Christian State, and I see no 
reason why other than churchgoers should be 
allowed to vote. Our noble little band should 
get together and make a strong fight under the 
banner, ‘Let none but churchgoers be on guard,’ 
and insist on votes for good Christians only. 
Other people simply have not the good of the 
State and nation on their minds, so why should 
we permit them to vote? It is quite plain that 
they do not know how they ought to vote. 
Peace-loving Christians will have to draw 
closer in their family life, for now we shall 
be unable even to go out on the sabbath with- 
out being annoyed by seeing thoughtless peo- 
ple going about bent on enjoyment.” 


The above statements are gleaned 
from “The Forum” of the Evening Sun 
of Baltimore under date of May 5. 
When Sunday law advocates are actu- 
ated by such unchristian and un-Amer- 
ican ideals and sentiments, it is no won- 
der that the common sense of America 


turns in such an overwhelming verdict 
in favor of the repeal of religious laws. 
It seems strange that professed Chris- 
tians should so far misjudge the spirit 
and teachings of Christ on this subject. 
To say that a city or nation is without 
God because religious liberty is main- 
tained, and religious obligations are not 
enforced by the civil magistrate, is so 
far from the concept of Christ that the 
idea cannot be labeled as Christian. 

To say that only churchgoers and 
good Christians should be allowed to 
vote, is harking back to the days of the 
Puritans, when religion was enforced 
with a vengeance, and only members of 
the Congregational Church were allowed 
to exercise the franchise and hold public 
office. Evidently there is still a hold- 
over left of this Puritan band in Amer- 
ica, but their ranks are growing thinner 
every year. 

When one fifth of the population en- 
deavors to disfranchise the other four 
fifths, as is the ease in Baltimore, it has 
an even more serious problem on its 
hands than the retention of a two-hun- 
dred-year-old Sunday blue law. 

cs. L 
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New Jersey Theaters Ignore 
Sunday Law 


HE Paramount, Oxford, and Strand 

chain theaters are operating on Sun- 
day in Plainfield, New Jersey, despite 
the opposition from the police depart- 
ment and the Ministerial Association. 
The theaters contend that as long as the 
Sunday laws are only partially enforced, 
the law should not be applied to thea- 
ters. The Sunday law of New Jersey 
forbids all manual labor of every kind 
on Sunday, allowing only “works of 
necessity and charity.” The law for- 
bids every “kind of playing, sports, 
pastimes, or diversions” on Sunday. No 
“singing, fiddling, or other music for the 
sake of merriment” is permitted, and 
all “traveling” of any kind is forbidden, 
except “going to or returning from any 
church or place of worship, within a dis- 
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tance of twenty miles, or going to call a 
physician, surgeon, or midwife, or car- 
rying mail to or from any post office, 
or going express by order of any public 
officer.” 

This law is violated every Sunday by 
practically every one in New Jersey. 
Both preachers and police attempt to 
enforce only those parts of the Sunday 
observance law which happen to coin- 
cide with their religious notions, and 
they leave the most objectionable fea- 
tures of the law unenforced. It is this 
partial, piecemeal enforcement of the 
Sunday law, as applied to theaters and 
theaters only, to which the theaters are 
objecting. 

What the people of New Jersey ought 
to do is to demand a popular referen- 
dum, as was recently done in Wiscon- 
sin, and not long ago in California, and 
repeal these antiquated and un-Ameri- 
ean religious laws, thus separating 
chureh and state and establishing free- 
dom of conscience in New Jersey. 


SBS BS BS 


Religious Freedom Dawns in 
Scotland 


ee insistence upon very careful 
Sunday observance has been well 
known for a long time. Those inclined 
to sneer at Scotch strictness in this mat- 
ter have delighted to tell the story of 
a woman who was planning to leave her 
husband and elope with another man. 
She abandoned the idea when she found 
he did not measure up to her ideas of 
Sunday observance, declaring, “T’ll no 
be elopin’ wi a mon wha whustles on the 
Sabbath.” But times move on. The 
Washington Star of May 4, 1932, car- 
ried this item: 


“Sunday Newspapers in Glasgow 


“For the first time in its history, Glasgow, 
Scotland, is to permit news dealers in muni- 
cipal housing communities to open on Sunday. 
The Glasgow town council granted the per- 
mission after a warm meeting in which Treas- 
urer Morton described the proposal as ‘a retro- 
grade step,’ and Councilman Carmichael de- 
clared that Sunday newspapers would relieve 


Glasgow from the odium of being the most 
gloomy and desolate place in Britain on Sun- 
days.” H. H. V. 
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Lord’s Day Alliance Snooper 
Again Arrested 


HE New York American, under date 

of April 30, published the following 
news item throwing light upon the 
snooping work and extortion exacted by 
an acknowledged agent of the Lord’s 
Day Alliance in dealing with alleged 
violators of the Sunday laws: 


“Representing himself as the chief enforce- 
ment agent for the Lord’s Day Alliance, Cor- 
nelius D. McNerney was arrested yesterday 
on a charge of extortion. He was accused of 
accepting $100 as an initial payment on his 
alleged promise not to make complaints against 
motion picture theaters operating before 2 
Pp. M. Sundays. 

“The Rev. Harry L. Bowlby, executive of 
the Lord’s Day Alliance, 156 Fifth Avenue, 
declared McNerney was authorized to work in 
the society’s cause, but was not a paid agent. 

“Dr. Bowlby explained: 

“We do not get any money from McNerney, 
but he has our full moral support. He often 
gives us a report of his collections, but this 
is not compulsory.’ 

“Three detectives were on hand, waiting 
in seclusion, when McNerney called on Charles 
L. O’Reilly, secretary of the Theater Owners 
Chamber of Commerce in the Times Building, 
to collect the money. O'Reilly had a dicta- 
graph set up to record his conversation with 
MeNerney. 

“At the conclusion of their interview, he 
handed over $100 in marked money, and sig- 
naled to the detectives to make the arrest. 

“O'Reilly complained McNerney demanded 
$1,000 a month for ‘protection.’ He said Mce- 
Nerney agreed to accept $100 a week until 
September, and $1,000 a month after that.” 


This is the second time Mr. McNerney 
has been arrested for the same offense. 
Apparently, as Dr. Bowlby admitted, 
he has the “full moral support” of the 
Lord’s Day Alliance in this nefarious 
and reprehensible work. Racketeering 
is bad enough when carried on by crim- 
inal gangsters; but when it is projected 
in the name of religion, it is doubly of- 
fensive. Such methods do not aid the 
cause of religion. The sooner the church 
leaders confine their efforts to the 
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preaching of the gospel, and abandon 
the idea of resorting to legal force in 
matters pertaining to Sunday observ- 
ance and all other forms of religious 
obligation, the better it will be for the 
cause of religion. c. 8s. L. 
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Have We Religious Liberty? 


A CASE was up in one of our local 
courts yesterday where a member 
of the Seventh-day Adventist Church 
was arrested for working on what we call 
our Sunday. Under most circumstances 
the arrest might be justified if it were 
not for the fact that people have a right 
under the national Constitution to wor- 
ship God according to the dictates of 
their own conscience and religious belief, 
which has been held as a sacred right by 
most individuals. 

In this matter yesterday it appears 
that the defendant in the case belonged 
to the church above mentioned. That 
religious body believes that Saturday is 
the Sabbath day, instead of Sunday as 
observed by most of us, therefore he 
kept Saturday as his Sunday, and then 
went to work on our Sunday—and got 
arrested and fined for so doing. 

We do not agree with the court on 
that decision. If that verdict holds, then 
the whole fabric of religious liberty 
guaranteed by the national and State 
constitutions is broken down, and reli- 
gious thought and right is summarily 
east to the four winds of heaven, and 
the party making the complaint went 
far afield in prosecuting this man. If 
the complaining witness is so zealous of 
his rights in Sabbath breaking, why does 
he not put in more time arresting others 
—about eight out of ten persons work 
on Sunday. 

Ted Nuens is the man who has brought 
out this editorial. He was arrested at 
the instance of W. D. Powell, of Fargo, 
secretary of the Merchants Association 
of this State. He was charged with vio- 
lating the peace, health, ete., of the 
State, basing the complaint on the State 
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law which says it is a misdemeanor to 
have certain places of business open on 
Sunday and to perform servile labor 
therein. That the court based his ver- 
dict of a fine and costs on this law— 
which is on the statute books of the State 
—there is no doubt; but is it not a moral 
certainty that the legislature, in passing 
such a law, intended it to apply to all 
citizens working on Sunday, but that it 
also meant, or was the legislature’s in- 
tent, to safeguard the religious right of 
all; and that if a Seventh-day Adventist 
observed Saturday as his Sunday, that 
would come under the protection of this 
law? What the legislature intended to 
do was to compel the observance of a 
Sabbath day, and it did not undertake 
to say which day was the Sabbath, but 
left it to the conscience and belief of the 
individual. There are any number of 
places running Sundays—some in this 
town—selling merchandise right along; 
why not stop them, also? Why pick on 
one particular denomination that has a 
sacred and abiding religious belief? 


The case came up in Judge R. J. Me- 
Donald’s court. State’s Attorney Roy 
Ployhar, on account of his official posi- 
tion, prosecuted the case, and held that 
the law meant just what it said, and that 
Nuens actually had violated the law. 
Rev. A. A. Leiske, resident pastor of the 
local church in question, contended that 
the law did not refer to people who hold 
another day than Sunday or the first 
day of the week as the Sabbath, when 
such person is sincere in his religious be- 
lief, especially when he keeps his place 
of business closed on Saturday, which is 
his Sunday. 

With that view we are in full accord. 
He has certain religious rights that must 
be respected. But the court held other- 
wise, and fined the defendant $10 and 
costs. The case will be carried up to the 
district court, and if the judgment of 
the justice court is sustained, will be car- 
ried to the supreme court, and the out- 
come will be watched with great interest 
by all people, because they want to know 
if there is anything to these much- 
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flaunted sacred rights as guaranteed by 
our constitution. 

Let us see what the constitution of the 
State of North Dakota says about reli- 
gious liberty. Here it is in Section 4: 

“The free exercise and enjoyment of reli- 
gious profession and worship, without discrimi- 
nation or preference, shall be forever guaran- 
teed in this State, and no person shall be ren- 
dered incompetent to be a witness or juror on 
account of his opinion on matters of religious 
belief; but the liberty of conscience hereby 
secured shall not be so construed as to excuse 
acts of licentiousness, or justify practices in- 
consistent with the peace or safety of this 
State.” 


The complaint against this defendant 
does not charge that he has been licen- 
tious or has done anything to interfere 
with the peace and safety of the State. 
He is a man who has never done any of 
these things, and his great crime appears 
to be because he religiously believes that 
Saturday is the first day of the week, 
and so observed it, and closed his place 
of business accordingly. If that court 
decision stands, then no person is guar- 
anteed religious liberty, and the Seventh- 
day Adventist Church will have to sus- 
pend or else change its views on which is 
the first day of the week. 

Here is another section from the Com- 
piled Laws of 1913, State of North 
Dakota: 

“Sec. 9237. Defense, other day observed. It 
is sufficient defense in proceedings for servile 
labor on the first day of the week, to show that 
the accused uniformly keeps another day of the 
week as holy time, and does not labor upon that 
day, and that the labor complained of was done 
in such manner as not to disturb other persons 
in observing the first day of the week as holy 
time. (R. C. 1905, Section 8572; Pen. C. 1877; 
Section 44; R. C. 1899, Section 6842.)” 


There was no charge in the complaint 
that Mr. Nuens was disturbing the peace 
of anybody, or that he was disturbing 
any other person or persons from observ- 
ing the Sabbath by keeping his place of 
business open according to his belief. 
Technically, and reading the law as it is, 
but overlooking the intent and purpose 
of the act by the legislature, Mr. Nuens 
perhaps is guilty, but all persons with a 
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free mind will so construe it to mean 
religious persecution; and this is what 
it amounts to if the decision of the court 
is upheld. Fundamentally and right- 
fully the Seventh-day Adventist has his 
religious rights, and in observing that 
belief he is not breaking the law either 
in the eyes of God or his fellow citizens, 
and no legislative law was meant to per- 
secute or harass a conscientious citizen 
in his religious belief. 

Judge McDonald, in passing sentence, 
said he had a right to do it under the 
existing law, and he had, and perhaps 
this decision of his court will bring 
about a clarification of just what the 
legislature meant, and will be a good 
thing. The State of North Dakota, 
through its legislature, has no power to 
pass a law that is in conflict with the 
Federal Constitution when it comes to 
religious liberty —Editorial in the Val- 
ley City (N. Dak.) Times-Record, May 
18, 1932. 
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Civil Marriage Illegal in Maryland 


In our last issue we referred to the 
fact that the State of Maryland does not 
recognize civil marriage. In any mar- 
riage, to be legal, “there must be super- 
added to the civil contract some reli- 
gious ceremony.” The anomaly of this 
thing is easily appreciated by noticing 
that in Maryland, civil authorities an- 
nul marriages and grant divorce de- 
crees. 

If the matter were not so serious, we 
would be inclined to laugh at the idea 
that to bind men and women in holy 
wedlock, the sanction of the church must 
be invoked; but to break the bonds of 
holy matrimony, appeal need be made 
only to any civil court of competent 
jurisdiction. H. H. V. 


S FS 


Mucu of what was heresy yesterday 
is considered orthodoxy today; and the 
martyrs who were condemned as heretics 
yesterday have monuments towering 
over their ashes today. 
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Church-Made Laws Archaic 
BY A WESTERN JUDGE 


PPHERE is one part of all Sunday and 


church-made laws that I wish to 
touch on, and that is that Sunday laws 
owe their existence to a minority of the 
people of the commonwealth in which 
they are enacted. I have lived in West- 
ern States in which I, as a judge, have 
examined the Sunday laws, making the 
violation of those laws penal, and sub- 
jecting the violators to fine and impris- 
onment. They were just as strict as the 
old Puritanical laws of Massachusetts. 
Some of them, in fact, seemed to have 
been copied from those laws. 

They were “more observed in the 
breach than the observance thereof.” 
The lawmaking body knew they would 
not be observed. They were church- 
made. They were enacted by the first 
legislatures as a rule at the behest of 
some well-meaning but deluded delega- 
tions of church people sent to the State 
capital for that very purpose. They 
have remained on the statute books un- 
enforced from the time they were en- 
acted. They were enacted as a “sop” 
for the churches, and for political pur- 
poses. 

Politicians have been the same in all 
generations. Even in the early days the 
legislatures feared the power of the 
church, and they knew that in their next 
campaigns, if they sought the votes of 
the people, they would be classed with 
the “ungodly” if they did not vote for 
that Sunday law, so it was enacted by 
the unanimous vote of those lawmaking 
bodies. 

No one has asked for their repeal, and 
there those laws remain in Western 
States a “dead letter,” as dead as the 
laws of the Pharaohs. So far as the 
citizens are concerned, it is unnecessary 
to repeal these Sunday laws. Why go 
to the trouble of repealing them when 
the great majority ot the people do not 
know of their existence? 

At one time in one of those States a 
man was arrested on the charge of vio- 
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lating the Sunday law of that State. 
He employed an attorney to defend 
him. His lawyer informed the magis- 
trate that his “client wanted a continu- 
ance of the case, for the reason that he 
wanted to prepare for trial, and further- 
more, he wanted to make out some com- 
plaints against some very respectable 
citizens, including a deacon in the 
church and a minister of the gospel, for 
taking pleasure rides on the Sabbath 
day.” The continuance was granted, 
and there was more excitement in that 
little mountain city than there had been 
since the time they made the “big strike” 
on the “Hidden Treasure” mine, for al- 
most all our respectable citizens.would 
have been subjected to arrest and prose- 
cution for the same offense that my client 
was charged with. The case was 
promptly quashed and dismissed. 

‘Laws of this kind are mischievous; 
they accomplish no good purpose. In 
fact, the churches that sponsor them lose 
the respect of some of their own mem- 
bers who do not believe in church-made 
laws. The bigot never says, “Come, let 
us reason together ;”’ he says, “Believe 
as I do, or you will be damned; and fur- 
thermore, I will have you brought be- 
fore the court for violating the Sunday 
law, and send you to jail.” 


msm RB 
The Whip, Bridle, and Rod 


S. H. CARNAHAN 


HEY are indicative of force neces- 
sary to control some animals and 
foolish men. 

As one plows with an animal that de- 
pends upon the bit to be his guide and 
the driver applies it a little too strong, 
he may turn the animal farther than 
he wishes him to go. So with laws to 
force people to do things. They may 
be applied by some drivers to force the 
people farther than the lawmaker in- 
tended. 

Some animals may be so intelligent 
that they can be turned and directed 
by the spoken word, which they volun- 
tarily do without being compelled by 
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whip and bridle bit. So the better way 
with people, too, is to teach them to be 
intelligent along good lines, and let them 
choose te follow in the way of obedience. 

Individuals should love their enemies. 
Real Christians will, and will not try 
to force them to do right, but by a good 
example lead the evil to do good also. 
Hence righteous persons will not fret 
themselves because of evil doers, neither 
be envious against workers of iniquity, 
and try to compel them by law to be 
different; but rather by good example 
and kind words endeavor to persuade 
them to change for the better. 

= Ss SS 


Modern Reformers Still Uphold 
Puritan System 
AMONG the many assaults that are 


being made upon the government 
of the United States, none could lead 
more inevitably to complete ruin than 
to have the recommendations of the re- 
ligio-political reformers of the land ac- 
cepted as guides. 

The associate editor of the Christian 
Statesman, official organ of the National 
Reform Association, delivered an ad- 
dress at the last annual conference of 
the association, a part of which was 
quoted in a recent issue of the Christian 
Statesman. He says: 

“The work of the National Reform Associa- 
tion has ever been to hasten the construction 
of that receptive machinery of government 
which will make the nation . . . responsive 
to the will of Christ. The older notions of 
sovereignty and nationalism, with their expres- 
sions in constitutions, laws, and customs, are 
no more fitted for this than a donkey engine 
is to the reception of radio direction. We shall 
always be liable to inconsistencies . . . until 
we supplement the individual conscience of the 
citizen with a definitely adopted expression of 
the Christian ethics and the power of Christ 
as the source of our authority, and the ex- 
pressed national will to obey Him.” 


Here is a program for a purely reli- 
gious state. All of the lessons taught 
from experiences of the past are cast 
aside, and dire predictions are made for 
our future unless we submit to a union 
of religion and government in its full- 
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est sense. Individuals and the rights 
of individual conscience are given scant 
consideration by this “Christian States- 
man”! 

Notice, 

“Great dependence has been placed by Chris- 
tian thinkers upon the individual conscience to 


make the government of the nation responsive 
to the will of Christ. The individual Christian 


conscience is vitally necessary as a part of the 
equipment of a representative demoeracy, but 


this equipment itself is insufficient. . . . Incon- 
sistency and incongruity are certain to vitiate 
the life of any nation guided only by the con- 
science of the individual citizen.” 

The assertion is made that the power 
of the Holy Spirit is needed to guide 
in the operation of government, for— 

“It is constant, and has been so since Pente- 
cost; but that the nation may be guided and 
governed by it of necessity there must be the 
development and installation of that internal 
political mechanism that makes it responsive to 
this power.” 

Nobody can read anywhere in the 
Bible that the Holy Spirit was given 
by God to govern and guide civil states, 
nor that it needs any “political mechan- 
ism” as an agency for its manifestation. 
The work of the Spirit is purely a work 
upon the heart of the individual. Many 
may be moved, but they are moved as 
units which comprise a whole. There 
is no hint of a working en masse. 

With no attempt at sermonizing, we 
cannot forbear repeating that nothing 
is clearer in the teaching of the Scrip- 
tures than that the Holy Spirit does not 
need any man-made machinery to sup- 
plement its power. The Founder of 
Christianity said: “If any man hear My 
words, and believe not, I judge him not.” 

These professed followers of Chris- 
tianity need to learn the fundamentals 
of the religious system they claim to 
follow. For a long time we have felt 
that the National Reformers know noth- 
ing of the foundation principles of dem- 
ocratic government, and when we read 
such statements as have been quoted in 
this article, we are sorely tempted to 
feel that they know as little about 
Christianity as about government. 

H. H. V. 
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English Court Ruling 


RECENT press dispatch said that 

“London wondered what motives to 
ascribe” to a young woman who had been 
showing great activity in the rdle of 
“eommon informer” in eases of alleged 
violations, by “film corporations and 
movie houses,” of a Sunday law enacted 
in 1781. 

We see no cause for wondering about 
motives when “under English law a 
‘common informer’ may receive a part 
or the whole of penalties accruing to the 
government as a consequence of the in- 
formation given,” and since this partic- 
ular “common informer” has begun ac- 
tions “claiming damages of more than 
£100,000” ($500,000) for cases she has 
reported. 

It appears that the law of 1781 for- 
bidding Sunday performances has been 
“recently sustained by a ruling of three 
high court judges.” While the dispatch 
does not so state it, we conclude that the 
decisions must have interpreted the law 
as applying to movies, though they were 
not dreamed of when it was enacted. 

What causes us to wonder is how any 
one in London ean object to having a 
motion picture house open on Sunday 
when saloons are open and filled during 
several hours of the day ; how eighteenth 
century ideas about the benefits to either 
church or state of a union of church and 
state can persist in this twentieth cen- 
tury in any country; how the idea per- 
sists that righteousness is a negation, 
and ean be forced upon men by prohib- 
iting certain acts; how presumably good 
folks can think that people can be made 
religious by law; how any one any 
where can think religious services per- 
formed at the point of a policeman’s 
pistol or inspired by fear of a jail sen- 
tence can be acceptable to God ; how hard 
it is for some folks to worship God if 
they know any one disagrees with them 
as to doctrine or ceremony; how some 
professed Christians can so far forget 
the spirit of their Master that they de- 
light in the réle of “common informer ;” 
and coming to this country, in partic- 


ular, how Americans can know so little 
about the fundamental principles of 
liberty upon which this nation was 
founded and upon which it has grown 
great, as to want to preserve the grave- 
clothes which bound us before our res- 
urrection to liberty by our War of Inde. 
pendence and the adoption of our im- 
mortal Constitution. H. H. V. 


SB BS BS 
Sparks From the Editor’s Anvil 


A LEGAL religion is like an eagle with 
his wings cropped. 
mB 6S 


THE only fit place for a religious bill 
is in the legislative cemetery. 


mB FS BSB 


THE best cure for a religious legalist 
is to give him a dose of his own medi- 
cine. 

Bs Ss SB 

Some people are like babes,—they 
like to have their religion fed to them 
with a spoon. 

Ss BS BS 


THE essence of true religion is love; 
the backbone of a false religion is force 
and tradition. 

Ss BS SB 

A RELIGION with an outworn creed al- 
ways seeks the legal sanction and sup- 
port of the state. 

Ss BS BS 


A sTaTE religion is a machine religion 
requiring a driver who overrides the 
freedom of the will. 

Ba Ss BS 

My right to worship as my conscience 
dictates is guaranteed only by granting 
the same right to all others. 

Bs BS BS 

THERE are many who presume to 
speak and act for God who are unable 
to furnish divine credentials. 

Ss Ss BSB 
UNLIMITED power is the greatest in- 


toxicant to those who possess it, lead- 
ing to unbridled abuse of authority. 
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WET OR DRY? 


By FRANCIS D. NICHOL 


ELLS the truth about Prohi- they will think that Prohibi- 
bition, for it is filled with tion is a failure and a cause of 
FACTS and FIGURES that crime. All of these statements 


are proved untrue 
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all the propaganda = _ 


of the wet millions ‘%; 
cannot refute or 
contradict. 


ND these facts 

clearly indicate 
that much that has 
been written in 
newspapers and 
magazines, is in- 
tended to pull the 
wool over the eyes 
of the citizens of 
this country, so that 


thi 
WET OR DRY? should be in the 


by the author of 
book, which 


hands of every man 
and woman who 
wants to know the 
facts about this very 
important question 
that confronts this 
country today. 


N@TE the fol- 
lowing chapter 
headings: 


How Good Were the ‘“‘Good Old Days’’? 

Was Prohibition ‘Put Over’? by a Minority? 
Workingman’s Friend—Brewery or Prohibition? 
The Business Man and Prohibition 


Prohibition and Crime 


Does Prohibition Prohibit? 
If Not Prohibition—What? 


Science Indicts Alcohol 


Rip Van Winkle Runs Afoul of the Law 


“They Say” 


Think Over These Facts 


One of the leading business men of 
New York says: ‘‘Mr. Nichoi’s little 
book, ‘Wet or Dry?’ is by all odds the 
strongest argument for Prohibition 
that I have ever read.” 

Mrs. Ella A. Boole, president of the 
National W. C. T. U., says: “I have 
read it with a great deal of interest. It 
is full of authentic facts in regard to 
the prohibition movement, and its low 
price ought to mean a large sale.” 

The publishers of the Christian 
Herald, of New York, have used nearly 


Price, postpaid, only 25 cents. 


six thousand copies as premiums with 
their paper, and the end is not yet. 

“Every student of the Prohibition 
questicn would appreciate the help this 
book would give,’’ says Alonzo E. 
Wilson. 

Buy a copy—only 25 cents,—and 
then purchase a supply to give to your 
neighbors and friends. It has a real 
message for the hour, a message that 
every true American citizen will delight 
to give. 


(In Canada, 35 cents.) 


Order of your Book and Bible House, or of the 


REVIEW AND HERALD PUBLISHING ASSOCIATION 
TAKOMA PARK, WASHINGTON, D. C. 
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U. S. GEO. WASH. BICEN. COM. 


Washington Monument in Baltimore, Said to Be the First Monument Erected in America to Our First 
President. The Corner Stone Was Laid July 4, 1815. 








